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May 15,2014 

Mr. David Paylor, Director 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
629 East Main Street 
P.O. -Box 10009 
Richmond, Virginia 23240 

RECEIVED 

MAY ,-g 20th 

Re: Request for Extension of Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) Compliance Date 
Virginia Electric and Power Company (Dominion Virginia Power) -Yorktown Power 
Station Units 1 and 2 

Dear Mr. Paylor: 

On February 16, 2012, the U .S. Envirenmental Protection Agency (EPA) published notice of 
final regulations under Section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) for new and existing coal
and oil-fired electric generating units (EGUs). The regulations, commonly referred to as the 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS), establish strict emission limits for particulate 
matter, hydrochloric acid and mercury on a 30-day rolling average basis for existing units. The 
MATS limits take effect on April16, 2015. 

Dominion Virginia Power (Domini-on or the Company) owns and operates a number of coal- and 
oil-fired EGUs in Virginia that are subject to the-MATS requiremen-ts, including three units at 
Dominion's Yorktown Power Station in Yorktown, Virginia: coar-fired Units 1 (159 MW) and 2 
(164 MW) and oil-fired Unit 3 (818 MW). To comply with MATS on the oil-fired unit, the 
Company plans to operate Yorktown Unit 3 under the "limited use unit" provisions. These 
provisions apply t-o a liquid oil-fired electric steam generating unit with an annual capacity factor 
of less than 8% of its maximum or nameplate heat input, whichever is greater, averaged over a 
24-month block contiguous period commencing April16, 2015. 

The coal-fired Yorktown Units 1 and 2 are not currently equipped with the necessary controls to 
achieve and maintain compliance with the MATS emissions limits. Dominion planned to retire 
both units by December 31, 2014 well in advance of the April 16, 2015 MATS compliance 
deadline; however, certain transmission upgrades have to be installed before the units can be 
retired without an adverse impact on the reliability of the electric grid. The transmission 
upgrades were originally anticipated to be completed prior to the summer of2015. That timing 
would have permitted the retirement ofUnits 1 and 2 in advance of the MATS compliance 
deadline. Due to circumstances explained in detail below, this schedule has been delayed and is 
now expected to extend beyond the April16, 2015 MATS compliance deadline. Accordingly, 
Dominion respectfully requests a one-year extension of the MATS compliance deadline for 
Yorktown Units 1 and 2, including all related performance testing, recordkeeping and reporting 
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requirements, and all applicable compliance dates set forth in 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts UUUUU 
and the applicable general requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart A. 

Yorktown Retirements 

On November 1, 2011, Dominion submitted an initial notification of the proposed deactivation 
ofYorktown Unit 1 to PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM), as required by the conditions of the 
P 1M tariffs under which it operates. A copy of that notification is enclosed as Attachment A. 

PJM evaluated the impacts of the Yorktown Unit 1 retirement on the integrity of the electric grid. 
PJM determined that the retirement ofYorktown Unit 1 will adversely affect the reliability of the 
PJM transmission system absent upgrades to the Transmission _system. At that time, PJM and 
Dominion estimated that it would take approximately three and a half years (until approximately 
June 20 15) to complete the transmission system upgrades necessary to alleviate the identified 
reliability impacts. Under the t.""'en-current system conditions, PJM and Dominion determined 
that completing the necessary transmission upgrades by June 2015 would eliminate the need to 
operate Yorktown Unit 1 beyond its initially proposed December 31, 2014 retirement date for 
reliability reasons. A copy ofPJM's analysis (dated December 14, 201-1), including a listing of 
specific reliability impacts, is provided as Attachment B. 

During 2011 and into 2012, the Company was evaluating the option of converting Yorktown 
Unit 2 to natural gas fuel and therefore did not include Unit 2 in the deactivation notice. 
However, after evaluation of the potential repowering, the Company concluded that there was 
not enough firm gas supply to support year-round operation of gas-fired generation at Yorktown 
Unit 2, and that an expansion of the gas supply could nGt be completed until 2018. In addifion, 
estimated costs to expand natural gas capacity to support generation in the area were significant 
and would exceed the cost of the transmission alternatives. On October 9, 2012, the Company 
notified PJM of the planned-retiremenLofYorktown Unit 2 effective December 31,2014. PJM's 
response to the Unit 2 retirement notification (dated November 8, 2012), provided as Attachment 
C, specified that the Unit 2 retirement would not adversely affect the reliability of the electric 
transmission system provided that Unit 2 does not retire sooner than proposed and the previously 
identified baseline upgrades related to the retirement ofYorktown Unit lis completed prior to 
June 2015-. 

Skiffes Creek Transmission Project 

To address projected North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) violations related 
to the Yorktown retirements, Dominion filed with the State Corporation Commission ofVirginia 
(Commission) on June 11, 2012, an application for approval and certification of electric 
transmission facilities, consisting of construction of the Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV transmission 
line, the Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV transmission line, and the Skiffes Creek 500 kV-230 
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kV-115 kV Switching Station, and work at Dominion's existing Surry and Whealton stations 
(collectively, the Skiffes Creek project). 1 

In its Application, Dominion stated that electric power flow studies projected violations of 
mandatory NERC Reliability Standards on existing facilities to occur by the summer of2015, 
and that the failure to address these projected violations could lead to loss of service and 
potential damage to the Company's electrical facilities in the North Hampton Roads load.area.2 

During the course of the Commission proceeding, all of the load flow studies conducted by
Dominion were independently verified by the Commission Staff consultant, John Chiles. Mr. 
Chiles determined that with the retirement of either Yorktown unit, NERC reliability violations 
would occur beginning in 2015.3 

In the Commission proceeding, Dominion explained how the Skiffes Creek project would 
resolve all of the identified NERC Reliability Violations in 2015 and address the risk of 
cascading outages by (1) providing a new source of bulk power from the 500 kV system to 
support the 230 kV system in the North Hampton Roads load area, (2) relieving loading on that 
system through the addition of a new 230kV source into the Peninsula east of Skiffes Creek, and 
(3) feeding existing east-west 230 kV and 115 kV lines to he split to receive power from Sitiffes 
Creek Station. 

In addition to Dominion and the Commission Staff, thirteen parties participated in the 
Commission proceeding, including Charles City County, James City County, and landowners, 
collectively and individually. The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
provided its report on the Skiffes Creek project on August 31, 2012. There were local public 
hearings and an evidentiary hearing at the Commission that lasted eight days. 

On November 26, 2013, the Commission-issued an-Order approving the Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Skiffes Creek project to be constructed by Dominion 
(Approval Order). The Approval Order is included as Attachment D. In the Approval Order, the 
Commission found that the record demonstrated significant reliability risks beginning as early as 
2015 in the North Hampton Roads load -area. The Commission further found that to address the 

1 Appiication ofVirginia Electric and Power Company For Approval and Certification of Electric Facilities for the 
Surry-Skijfes Creek 500 kV Transmission Line, Skijfes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission Line and Skijfes Creek 
500 kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station, Case No. PUE-2002-00029, Application (Jun. 11, 2012) (hereafter, 
Application). 

2 The North Hampton Roads load area includes the following: (i) Charles City County, James City County, York 
County, Williamsburg, Yorktown, Newport News, Poquoson, and Hampton; (ii) Essex County, King William 
County, King and Queen County, Middlesex County, Mathews County, Gloucester County, and the City of West 
Point; and (iii) King George County, Westmoreland County, Northumberland County, Richmond County, Lancaster 
County, and the City of Colonial Beach. 

3 Approval Order at 21 (Nov. 26, 2013). 
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risks and maintain adequate reliability for customers, sigpificant system upgrades are needed to 
serve the North Hampton Roads load area. The Commission approved all of the components of 
the Skiffes Creek project described above, but approved an alternative route for the 500 kV 
transmission line across the James River such that the line would cross the property of the James 
City County Economic Development Authority (EDA). Because the EDA is a unit of the County 
government, Dominion does not have the ability to acquire an easement across that property 
without agreement from the governmental entity. James City County and the EDA had 
represented during the evidentiary hearing that the EDA would willingly enter into such an 
agreement with Dominion. 

Because no agreement had been executed between Dominion and tl:).e EDA, the Commission re
opened the record in an Order issued January 7, 2014 to hold a hearing to admit additional 
evidence on the rights that Dominion needed to construct the Skiffes Creek project across the 
EDA property. At that hearing, Dominion presented evidence on the schedule risks facing the 
project. These risks include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) permit process that had 

~been initiated by Dominion in July of2013 and the retirement ofYorktown Units 1 and 2 
pursuant to MATS. On February 28,2014, the Commission issued an Order Amending 
Certificates (Amending Order)io amend the Approval Order, approving the Company's 
proposed route for the 500 kV transmission line across the James River. The Amending Order is 
included as Attachment E. The basis for the Commission's amendment of the Approval Order 
included the Corps permit process and the importance of maintaining reliable electric service for 
customers in the North Hampton Roads load area, which could "no longer depend on 
Dominion's ability to obtain a right-of-way from the EDA" for construction of the Skiffes Creek 
project. The Amending Order reiterated the urgent need for the project and stated the following: 

The Commission remains concerned about the serious reliability risks to 
the North Hampton-Roads [Load] Area that supported, -and continue to 
support, approval of the Certificated Project. Until the Certificated 
Project is placed in service to address those risks, the Commission expects 
Dominion to continue taking all reasonable steps to ensure reliable 
service is maintained in the North Hampton Roads Area. Such steps 
should include, but are not necessarily limited to, pursuing the limited 
extensions of the MATS Rule that are available to the Company and 
expeditiously pursuing all necessary approvals from the Army Corps. 

The Company's application for a Corps permit for the Commission-approved route is pending. 
Except for some limited work, the Company will not begin construction of the Skiffes Creek 
project until receiving a permit from the Corps. In addition, there are pending legal actions 
related to the Skiffes Creek project.4 

4 There is currently pending in James City County Circuit Court a Petition for Declaratory Judgment and Injunction 
for Skiffes Creek Switching Station filed by James City County on May 23, 2013. In addition, James City County 
and another party to the Commission proceeding have filed petitions to appeal the November 26, 2013 Commission 
Order and notices of participation to appeal the February 28, 2014 Commission Order Amending Certificate. 
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Reliability Analysis 

The Company has requested an update from PJM on the analysis of the reliability impacts of the 
retirements given the delay of the in-service date currently anticipated for the-Skiffes Creek 
project. That updated analysis-from PJM, included as Attachment F, is consistent with the 
previous analysis presented in Attachments Band C in requiring the availability of Yorktown 
Units 1 and 2 until completion of the Skiffes Creek project, currently estimated to be completed 
no later than the fourth quarter of2016. 

Because the Skiffes Creek project's commercial operations date now extends past the MATS 
compliance date of April16, 2015, and Yorktown Units 1 and 2 must remain available during 
that time for electric reliability, the Company is hereby requesting a one-year (fourth year) 
extension of the MATS compliance deadline (i.e., until April16, 2016) for Yorktown Units 1 
and 2.5 

Requested Action 

DEQ is- authorized to grant the requested extension under Section 112(i)(3)(B) of the CAA, 42 
U.S.C. § 4212(i)(3)(B), and 40 CFR § 63.6(i)(3). For the retiring units included in this request, 
deactivation and the construction of additional transmission through the Skiffes Creek project is 
the MATS compliance strategy. 

The MATS deadline extension will provide time to complete construction of the additional 
transmission facilities necessary to deactivate the units without risk of triggering the reliability 
issues identified by PJM, and provide the flexibility to dispatch these generation assets during 
the outages of other units where pollution control installations or replacement generation are 
being constructed in order to comply with MATS and other environmental obligations. The 
requested extension is consistent with U.S. EPA's discussion of the range of circumstances that 
might trigger a need for additional time to comply in the preamble to the final MATS rule. 6 

Dominion cannot predict the timing for Corps a,pproval of the Skiffes Creek project. Current 
estimated timing is based on the assumption that no National Environmental Policy Act 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required. Should the Corps ultimately 
determine that an EIS is required, the Corps process could be-lengthened by up to one year. A 
one year extension of the Corps process would push the in-service date for the proposed Skiffes 
Creek project to after April16, 2016, thereby making it necessary for Dominion to request 
further time before retirement of the Yorktown units. This request may take the form of a 
request for a U.S. EPA Administrative Order (AO), pursuant to the process that EPA outlined in 

5 AB noted previously, this extension request includes all related performance testing, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements, and all applicable compliance dates set forth in 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts UUUUU and the applicable 
general requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart A. 

6 See 77 Fed. Reg. 9410-12; February 16,2012. 
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a December 16, 2011 memorandum issued by the Office of Enforcement and Compliance 
Assurance (OECA). 7 

The estimated construction schedule of the Skiffes Creek project also assumes that Dominion 
will be able to obtain from PJM timely outages of existing- transmission lines required for safe 
construction of the project. Many outages will be required for construction of the project, which 
includes substantial use of existing rights-of-way occupied by existing, energized transmission 
lines. In addition, other delays in the transmission construction, permit delays, or further 
litigation could occur that may further postpone the deactivation of the coal units at Yorktown. 

By requesting this one-year extension based on currently known commitments and obligations, 
Dominion does not waive its right to request additional time, as necessary, before the retirement 
of either or both of these units. Accordingly, in the event circumstances described above, or any 
other unforeseen circumstances, further delay -the completion of the necessary project (and 
thereby push the retirement of either or both of the Yorktown coal units beyond April 16, 20 16), 
the Company intends to inform EPA that the Company may need to pursue further relief, 
including an AO pursuant to the process discussed above. 

Dominion appreciates your prompt consideration of this extension request, and Companx 
representatives are available to meet with you and discuss this request and the enclosed 
supporting information, if necessary. Please contact me or Lenny Dupuis@ 804-273-3022 to 
arrange a meeting date or if you have any questions. 

Attachments 

CC: Mr. Michael S. Dowd- Virginia DEQ 
Ms. Tamera Thompson- Virginia DEQ 
Ms. Patricia Buonviri- Virginia TIEQ 
Ms. Diana Esher- U.S. EPA Region III 
Mr. Brian Rehn- U.S. EPA Region III 

7 See EPA OECA, Memorandum: The Environmental Protection Agency's Enforcement Response Policy For Use 
of Clean Air Act Section 113(a) Administrative Orders In Relation To Electric Reliability And The Mercury And 
Air Toxics Standard; December 16, 2011. 
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May 15, 2014 

Mr. David Paylor, Director 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
629 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 10009 
Richmond, Virginia 23240 

~ , 
Dominion® 

Re: Request for Extension ofMercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) Compliance Date 
Virginia Electric and Power Company=(Dominion-Virginia Power) -Yorktown Power 
Station Units 1 and 2 

Dear Mr. Paylor: 

On February 16, 2012, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published notice of 
final regulations under Section 112(d) ofthe Clean Air Act (CAA) for new and existing coal
and oil-fired electric generating units (EGUs). The regulations, commonly referred to as the 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS), establish strict emission limits for particulate 
matter, hydrochloric acid and mercury on a 30-day rolling average basis for existing units. The 
MATS limits take effect on April16, 2015. 

Dominion Virginia Power (Dominion or the--Company) owns and operates a number of coal- and 
oil-fired EGUs in Virginia that are subject to the MATS requirements, including three units at
Dominion's Yorktown Power Station in Yorktown, Virginia: coal-fired Units 1 (159 MW) and 2 
(164 MW) and oil-fired Unit 3 (818 MW). To comply with MATS on the oil-fired unit, the 
Company plans to operate Yorktown Unit 3 under the "limited use unit" provisions. These 
provisions apply to a liquid oil-fired electric steam generating unit with an annual capacity factor 
ofless than 8% of its maximum or nameplate heat input, whichever is greater, averaged over a 
24-month block contiguous period commencing April 16, 2015. 

The coal-fired Yorktown Units 1 and 2 are not currently equipped with the necessary controls to 
achieve and maintain compliance with the-MATS emissions limits. Bominion planned to retire 
both units by December 31, 2014 well in advance of the April 16, 2015 MATS compliance 
deadline; however, certain transmission upgrades have to be installed before the units can be 
retired without an adverse impact on the reliability of the electric grid. The transmission 
upgrades were originally anticipated to be completed prior to the summer of2015. That timing 
would have permitted the retirement of Units 1 and 2 in advance of the MATS compliance 
deadline. Due to circumstances explained in detail below, this schedule has been delayed and is 
now expected to extend beyond the April16, 2015 MATS compliance deadline. Accordingly, 
Dominion respectfully requests a one-year extension of the MATS compliance deadline for 
Yorktown Units 1 and 2, including all related performance testing, recordkeeping and reporting 
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requirements, and all applicable compliance dates set forth in 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts UUUUU 
and the applicable _general requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart A. 

Yorktown Retirements 

On November 1, 2011, Dominion submitted an initial notification of the proposed deactivation 
ofYorktown Unit 1 to PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM), as required by the conditions of the 
PJM tariffs under which it operates. A copy of that notification is enclosed as Attachment A. 

PJM evaluated the impacts of the Yorktown Unit 1 retirement on the integrity of the electric grid. 
PJM determined that the retirement ofYorktown Unit 1 will adversely affect the reliability of the 
PJM transmission system absent upgrades to the Transmission System. At that time, PJM and 
Dominion estimated that it would take approximately three and a half years (until approximately 
June 2015) to complete the transmission system upgrades necessary to alleviate the identified 
reliability impacts. Under the then-current system conditions, PJM and Dominion determined 
that completing the necessary transmission upgrades by June 2015 would eliminate the need to 
operate Yorktown Unit 1 beyond its initially proposed December 31, 2014 retirement date for 
reliability reasons. A copy ofPJM's analysis-(dated December 14, 2011), including a listing of 
specific reliability impacts, is provided as Attachment B. 

During 2011 and into 2012, the Company was evaluating the option of converting Yorktown 
Unit 2 to natural gas fuel and therefore did not include Unit 2 in the deactivation notice. 
However, after evaluation of the potential repowering, the Company concluded that there was 
not enough finn gas supply to support year-round operation of gas-fired _generation at Yorktown 
Unit 2, and that an expansion of the gas supply could not be completed until 2018. In addition, 
estimated costs to expand natural gas capacity to support generation in the area were significant 
and would exceed the cost of the transmission alternatives. On October 9, 2012-;~the Company 
notified PJ-M ofthe planned retirement ofYorktown Unit 2 effective December 31,2014. PJM's 
response to the Unit 2-retirement notification (dated November 8, 2012), provided as Attachment 
C, specified that the Unit 2 retirement would not adversely affect the reliability of the electric 
transmission system provided that Unit 2 does not retire sooner than proposed and the previously 
identified baseline upgrades related to the retirement of Yorktown Unit lis completed prior to 
June 2015. 

Skiffes Creek Transmission Project 

To address projected North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) violations related 
to the Yorktown retirements, Dominion filed with the State Corporation Commission ofVirginia 
(Commission) on June 11, 2012, an application for approval and certification of electric 
transmission facilities, consisting of construction of the Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV transmission 
line, the Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV transmission line, and the Skiffes Creek 500 kV-230 
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kV-115 kV-Switching Station, and work at Dominion's existing Surry and Whealton stations 
(collectively, the Skiffes Creek project). 1 

In its Application, Dominion stated that electric power flow studies projected violations of 
mandatory NERC Reliability Standards on existing facilities to occur by the summer of 2015, 
and that the failure to address these projected violations could lead to loss of service and 
potential damage to the Company's electrical facilities in the North Hampton Roads load area.2 

During the course of the Commission proceeding, all of the load flow studies conducted by 
Dominion we!"e independently verified by the Commission Staff consultant, John Chiles. Mr. 
Chiles determined that with the retirement of either Yorktown unit, NERC reliability violations 
would occur beginning in 2015.3 

In the Commission proceeding, Dominion explained how the Skiffes Creek project would 
resolve all of the identified NERC Reliability Violations in 2015 and address the risk of 
cascading outages by (1) providing a new source ofbulk power from the 500 kV system to 
support the 230 kV system in the North Hampton Roads load area, (2) relieving loading on that 
system through the addition of a new 230kV source into the Peninsula east of Skiffes Creek, and 
(3) feeding existing east-west 230 kV andJ 15 kV lines to be split to receive power from Skiffes 
Creek Station. 

In addition to Dominion and the Commission Staff, thirteen parties participated in the 
Commission proceeding, including Charles City County, James City County, and landowners, 
collectively and individually. The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
provided its report on the Skiffes Creek_project on August 31, 2012. There were local public 
hearings and an evidentiary hearing at the Commission that lasted-eight days. 

On November 26, 2013, the Commission issued an Order approving the Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for- the Skiffes Creek project to be constructed by Dominion 
(Approval Order). The Approval Order is included as Attachment D. In the Approval Order, the 
Commission found that the record demonstrated significant reliability risks beginning as early as 
2015 in the North Hampton Roads load area. The Commission further found that to address the 

1 Application a/Virginia Electric and Power Company For Approval and Certification of Electric Facilities for the 

Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV Transmission Line, Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission Line and Skiffes Creek 

500 kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station, Case No. PUE-2002-00029, Application (Jun. 11, 2012) (hereafter, 
Application). 

2 The North Hampton Roads load area includes the following: (i) Charles City County, James City County, York 
County, Williamsburg, Yorktown, Newport News, Poquoson, and Hampton; (ii) Essex County, King William 
County, King and Queen County, Middlesex County, Mathews County, Gloucester County, and the City of West 
Point; and (iii) King George County, Westmoreland County, Northumberland County, Richmond County, Lancaster 
County, and the City of Colonial Beach. 

3 Approval Order at 21 (Nov. 26, 2013). 
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risks and maintain adequate reliability for customers, significant system upgrades are needed to 
serve the North Hampton Roads load area. The Commission approved all ofthe components of 
the Skiffes Creek project described above, but approved an alternative route for the 500 kV 
transmission line across the James River such that the line would cross the property of the James 
City County Economic Development Authority (EDA). Because the EDA is a unit of the County 
government, Domfuion does not have the ability to acquire an easement across that property 
without agreement from the governmental entity. James City County and the EDA had 
represented during the evidentiary hearing that the EDA would willingly enter into such an 
agreement with Dominion. 

Because no agreement had been executed between Dominion and the EDA, the Commission re
opened the record in an Order issued January 7, 2014 to hold a hearing to admit additional 
evidence on the rights that Dominion needed to construct the Skiffes Creek project across the 
EDA property. At that hearing, Dominion presented evidence on the schedule risks facing the 
project. These risks include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) permit process that had 
been initiated by Dominion in July of2013 and the retirement ofYorktown Units 1 and 2 
pursuant to MATS. On February 28, 2014, the Commission issued an Order Amending 
Certificates (Amending Order) to amend the Approval Order, approving the Company's 
proposed route for the 500 kV transmission -line across the James River. The Amending Order is 
included as Attachment E. The basis for the Commission's amendment of the Approval Order 
included the Corps permit process and the importance of maintaining reliable electric service for 
customers in the North Hampton Roads load area, which could "no longer depend on 
Dominion's ability to obtain a right-of-way from the EDA" for construction ofthe Skiffes Creek 
.project. The Amending Order reiterated the urgent need for the project and stated the following: 

The Commission remains concerned about the serious reliability risks to 
the_ North Hampton Roads [Load} Area that supported, and continue to 
support, approval of the Certificated Project. Untii the Cer-tificated 
Project is placed in service to address those risks, the Commission expects 
Dominion to continue taking all reasonable steps to ensure reliable 
service is maintained in the North H-ampton Roads Area. Such steps 
should include, but are not necessarily limited to, pursuing the limited 
extensions of the MATS Rule that are available to the Company and 
expeditiously pursuing all necessary appro-vals from the Army Corps. 

The Company's application for a Corps permit for the Commission-approved route is pending. 
Except for some limited work, the Company will not begin construction of the Skiffes Creek 
project until receiving a permit from the Corps. In addition, there are pending legal actions 
related to the Skiffes Creek project. 4 

4 There is currently pending iu James City County Circuit Court a Petition for Declaratory Judgment and Injunction 
for Skiffes Creek Switching Station filed by James City County on May 23, 2013. In addition, James City County 
and another party to the Commission proceeding have filed petitions to appeal the November 26, 2013 Commission 
Order and notices of participation to appeal the February 28, 2014 Commission Order Amending Certificate. 
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Reliability Analysis 

The Company has requested an update from PJM on the analysis of the reliability impacts of the 
retirements given the_delay ofthein-service date currently anticipated for the Skiffes Creek 
project. That updated analysis from PJM, included as Attachment F, is consistent with the 
previous analysis presented in Attachments Band C in requiring the availability ofYorktown 
Units 1 and 2 until completion ofthe Skiffes Creek project, currently estimated to be completed 
no later than the fourth quarter of2016. 

Because the Skiffes Creek project's commercial operations date now extends past the MATS 
compliance date of Aprill6, 2015, and Yorktown Units 1 and 2 must remain available during 
that time for electric reliability, the Company is hereby requesting a one-year (fourth year) 
extension of the MATS compliance deadline (i.e., until April16, 2016) for Yorkt{)wn Units 1 
and 2. 5 

Requested Action 

DEQ is authorized to grant the requested extension under Section 112(i)(3)(B) of the CAA, 42 
U.S.C. § 4212(i)(3)(B), and 40 CFR § 63.6(i)(3). For the retiring units included in this request, 
deactivation and the construction of additional transmission through the Skiffes Creek project is 
the MATS compliance strategy. 

The MATS deadline extension will provide time to complete construction of the additional 
transmission facilities necessary to deactivate the units without risk of triggering the reliability 
issues identified by PJM, and provide the flexibility to dispatch these generation assets during 
the outages of other units where pollution control installations or rep1acement generation are 
being constructed in order to comply with MATS and other environmental obligations. The 
requested extension is consistent with U.S. EPA's discussion of the range of circumstances that 
might trigger a need for additional time to comply in the preamble to the final MATS rule.6 

Dominion cannot predict the timing for Corps approval of the Skiffes Creek project. E:urrent 
estimated timing is based on the assumption that no National Environmental Policy Act 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required. Should the Corps ultimately 
determine that an EIS is required, the Corps process could be lengthened by up to one year. A 
one year extension of the Corps process would push the in-service date for the proposed Skiffes 
Creek project to after April16, 2016, thereby making it necessary for Dominion to request 
further time before retirement of theY orktown units. This request may take the form of a 
request for a U.S. EPA Administrative Order (AO), pursuant to the process that EPA outlined in 

5 As noted previously, this extension request includes all related performance testing, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements, and all applicable compliance dates set forth in 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts UUUUU and the applicable 
general requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart A. 

6 See 77 Fed. Reg. 9410-12; February 16, 2012. 
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a December 16, 2011 memorandum issued by the Office of Enforcement and Compliance 
Assurance (OECA).7 

The estimated construction schedule of the Skiffes Creek project also assumes that Dominion 
will be able to obtain from PJM timely outages of existing transmission lines required for safe 
construction ofthe project. Many outages will be required for construction of the project, which 
includes substantial use of existing rights-of-way occupied by existing, energized transmission 
lines. In addition, other delays in the transmission construction, permit delays, or further 
litigation could occur that may further postpone the deactivation of the coal units at Yorktown. 

By requesting this one-year extension based on currently known commitments and obligations, 
Dominion does not waive its right to request additional time, as necessary, before the retirement 
of either or both of these units. Accordingly, in the event circumstances described above, or any 
other unforeseen circumstances, further delay the cgmpletion of the necessary project (and 
thereby push the retirement of either or both of the Yorktown coal units beyond April 16, 20 16), 
the Company intends to inform EPA that the Company may need to pursue further relief, 
including an AO pursuant to the process discussed above. 

Dominion appreciates your prompt consideration of this extension request, and Company 
representatives are available to meet with you and discuss this request and the enclosed 
supporting information, if necessary. Please contact me or Lenny Dupuis@ 804-273-3022 to 
arrange a meeting date or if you have any questions. 

SAy, 
~'~~(\-

Pamela F. Faggert 

Attachments 

CC: Mr. Michael S. Dowd- Virginia DEQ 
Ms. Tamera Thompson- Virginia DEQ 
Ms. Patricia Buonviri- Virginia DEQ 
Ms. Diana Esher- U.S. EPA Region III 
Mr. Brian Rehn- U.S. EPA Region III 

7 See EPA OECA, Memorandum: The Environmental Protection Agency's Enforcement Response Policy For Use 
of Clean Air Act Section 113(a) Administrative Orders In Relation To Electric Reliability And The Mercury And 
Air Toxics Standard; December 16, 2011. 



Attachment A 

c.o.H .. IIer . 
Vkr l'ro::.<iJ,•uf- f.,,,;r & Hyl\ro Sy>-!cou: Opcr.triQt» 
Duminiiuo Gi:n.,~Liun 

A1r ''J'L·Jusiug Jt:t•!l~ll r{ 
Dorninion Re.!ooUr-l:'c~~ Inc, 
lnml"omulo Tr("nnirDLC:~nt<:r 
5000 Doiminlon Bvul"'';ml, :c;r"n Allen, VA ·23060 

November7, 2011 

Mr. David Schweizer, P.E. 

Manage!; Power Syste111 Coordination 
r JM Interconoectio_n 
Valley Forge Corporate Center 

955 Jefferson Avenue 
Norristown, P A 19403-2497 

Dear Mr. Sch~yeizer, 

Dominion Virginia-·Power is requesting deactivation (~;elirenienO of its Yol'ktown Uilit llqcated i,n 
Ym;ktown. V.irgini1;1. "Yorktown Unii 1 will be deactivat~ effective December 31,2014. Yorkto,vp. Unit 
1 has-been ~omi11itted into the· RPM capaqity marketth.rough May 31, 2015. 

Donunion has perfonned extensive ,analysis-of options to enable theY orlqown Coal' Fired Unitl to 

compiy with the e;xpected requiremen:ts· of EPA's Cross State.Ai1· Pollution Rule, the National Ambient 

Afr Quality Standards (NAAQS) for Ozone and-S04 -the Merctiry/ Air Taxies-Rule (Utility.MACT) and 

section 3leb cifthe Clean-Water Act. Installation of equipment and.upgrades·to comply with the above 

would require a capital investmerit of approximately $316 million between '2011 and 2022 for Yorktown 

Unit 1. lfthc.cnviromnental regulations are implemented as expected and the energy and capacity 

markets remain as currently projected, Dominion does not plan to invest for-continued operation oftbis 
unitbeyond the.dates above. 
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Attachment 8 
' . 

December 14, 2011 

Doug Holley 
Vice President- Fossil & Hydro System Operations 
Dominion Generation 
·lnnsbrook Technical Center 
5000 Dominion Boulevard 
Glen AJien, VA 23060 

955 Jefferson Avenue 
Valley Forge Corporate Center 
Norr!stown, PA 19403-2497 

Michael J. Kormos 
Senior VjtCe President - Operations 

Re: Deactivation Request for Chesapeake Unit 1 and Unit 2 and Yor1<town Unit 1 

Dear Mr. Holley, 

This letter is submitted on behalf of PJM Interconnection, LLC. ("PJM'1, in response to 
the Dominion Generation ("Dominion") notices dated November 7, 2011 ("November 7 
Notices") requesting to deactivate (retire) the Chesapeake generating units Nos. 1 and 
2 and the Yorktown generating Llflit No. 1 located-in the PJM region, effective December 
31, 2014. PJM combined the deactivation analysis for these-three units into. one report 
since they are scheduled to be deactivated on the same date. 

In accordance with section 113.2 of the PJM Tariff, this letter will serve to notify you that 
the Deactivation of the Chesapeake generating units Nos. 1 and 2 and the Yorktown 
generating unit No. 1 will adversely affectthe reliability of the PJM Transmission absent 
upgrades to the Transmission System. 

PJM Interconnection Analysis performed a preliminary study of the Transmission 
System and found reliability concerns resulting from the deact1vation of .these 
generating units. The specific reliability impacts resulting from the proposed 
Deactivations include: 

Load deJiverability study: 
• Voltage collapse for the los's of the Bedington - Black Oak 500 kV line. 



would have them in-service-prior to the next summer peak period following Dominion's 
proposed Deactivation Date of December 31, 2014 for the-Chesapeake generating units 
Nos. 1 and 2 and the Yorktown generating unit No. 1. PJM continues to work with the 
affected Transmission Owner Zones to finalize the details of the required upgrade(s), 
including a more specific completion date. As some of the required upgrades are large 
in scope and may require siting approval by state commissions, PJM will continue to 
evaluate the estimated in-service date for these req1.1ired system upgrades and will 
report back to you periodically regarding those projected completion dates. 

Regardless of whether ·the deactivation of a generating unit would adversely impact the 
reliability of the Transmission System, the Generation Owner m!3¥ deactivate its 
generating unit, subject to section 113.1 notice requirements. Pursuant to Section 
113.2 of the P.JM Tariff, Dominion· will need to inform PJM of its Deactivation Date for 
the Chesapeake ger:aerating units Nos. 1 and 2 and the-Yorktown generating unit No. 1. 

Please be advised that PJM's deactivation analysis does not super-sede any 
outstanding contractual obligations between the Chesapeake generating units Nos. 1 
and 2 and the YOTktown generating unit No. 1 and any other parties that=must be 
resolved before deactivatir"lg tl:le generating units. 

Also please note that in accordance with the PJM Tariff Part VI, Subpart C, a 
Generation Owner will lose the .Capacity Interconnection Rights associated with a 
deactivated generating unit one year from the Deactivation Date unless the holder of 
such rights submits a new Generation Interconnection Request within one year after the 
-Deactivation Date. 

Jn addition, if a generating unit is receiving Schedule 2 payments for Reactive Supply 
and Voltage Control, the generating-unit owner must inform PJM-when the unit is 
deactivated so that an adjustment in those payments can be made. 

Please contact Bill Patzin (610-666-4698) (patziw@pjm.com) in PJM's Interconnection 
Coordination Department to discuss the next steps in this process, or if you have any 
questions about the PJM analysis. 

Very truly yours, 

Michael J. Kormos 
Senior Vice President 
·operations 

cc: Jeff Currier, Dominion fieffrey.currier@dom.com} 
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Attachment C 

NovemberS, 2012 

Doug Holley 
Vice President- Fossil & Hydro System Operations 
Dominion Generation 
lnnsbrook Technical Center 
5000 Dominion Boulevard 
Glen Allen, V-A 23060 

R~: Deactivation Request for Yorktown Unn No.2 

Dear Mr. Holley, 

955 Jefferson Avenue 
Valley Forge Corporate Center 
Norristown, PA 19403-2497 

Steven R. Herling 
Vice President, System Planning 
610-666-8834 
610-666-4281 I fax 

This letter is submitted by .PJM Interconnection, L.LC. ("PJM"), in response to the Dominion -Generation
("Dominion"} nofice dated October 9, 2012 requesting to deacfrvate (retire) the Yorktown generating unit 
No.2 ("Yorktown Unit No.2") located in the PJM Region, effective December 31, 2014. 

In accordance with section 113.2 oftlle PJM Tariff, this letter will serve to notify you that the Deactivation of 
Yorktown Unit No.2 will not adversely affect the reliability of the PJM Transmission System, provided the 
following conditions exist; (i) Yorktown Unit No.2 does not deactivate sooner than tl'le proposed 
Deactivation Date of December 31, 20 14;. and (ii) the previously identified baseline upgrades related to the 
deactivation of Yorktown Unit No. 1 and Chesapeake Units Nos. 1 and 2 are completed as scheduled prior 
to JuRe 2015~ Tbe rece!'lt status updates for the-tipgrades related to the deactivation of Yorktown Unit No. 
1 and Chesapeake Units Nos. 1 and 2 indicate that they are tracking towards completion as scheduled. If 
either one of these .conditions changes then the reliabirlty analysis for Yorktown Unit No.2 would need to 
be reevaluated. 

Pursuant to Section 113.2 of the PJM Tariff, Dominion will need to inform PJM of~ its Deactlv.atian Date for 
the Yorktown Unit No. 2 generator. 

-Please be advised that P JM' s deactivation anatysis does not supersede any outstanding contractual 
obligatioAs between the Yorktown Unit No.2 generator and any ather parties that must be resolved before 
deactivating· the generating unit. 

Also please note that In accordance with the PJM Tariff Part VI, Subpart C, a Generation Owner will lose 
the Capacity Interconnection Rights associated w1th a deactivated generating unit one year from the 
Deactivation Date unless the holder of such rights submits a new Generation Interconnection Request 
within one year after the Deactivation Date. 
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Attachment D 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 
, .. ~-- "l rp,u·s OFfiCE ·'· .. ~,-,._r,~!'..:.-n· C(}'·'-rR 

AT RICHM:OND, NOVEMBER 26, 20-fgUH t~Od 1 l<Ll '_.\. c: 

APPLICATION OF 

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY 
d/b/a DOMINION VIRGINIA POWER 

For approval and certification of electric facilities: 
Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV T:ransmi~sion Line, 
Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission Line, and 
Skiffes Creek 500 kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station 

ORDER 

mn NO~ 2'o P I' u 5 

CASE NO. PUE-2012-00029 

OnJune_ll, 2012, Virginia Electric and Power Company d/b/aD.ominion VirginiaPower 

(
11Dorninion'' or~'Company") filed with the State Corporation Commission("Commission") an 

application for approval and certification of an electric transmission project, or for approval and 

certification of an alternative transmission project ("Applicationn). Dominion's proposed project 

and its proposed alternative project are described in tum below. 

In its Application, Dominion proposed to construct: (a) approximately 7.4 miles of new 

overl;lead 500 kilovolt ("kV") electric transmission line from the Companys existing 500-k-V -230 

kV Surry Switching Station in SUrry County to a new 500 kV~230 kV-115 kV Skiffes Creek 

Switching Station in James City County ("Surry-Skiffes Creek Lin~11); 1 (b) the Ski:ffes Creek 

Switching Station; (c) approximately 20.2 miles of new 230 kV line, in the CoUn.ties of James 

City and York and the City ofNewportNews, from the-Proposed Ski:ffes Creek Swi.tGhing 

Station to the Company's existing "Whealton Substation located in the City of Hampton (HSkiffes 

Creek-Whealton Line''); and (d) additional facilities at the existing Surry Switching Station and 

Whealton Substation. The Surry-Slciffes Creek Line, the Skiffes Creek Switching Station, the 

1 In Sept~mber 20 12, Dominion filed supplemental testimony estimating the length of its proposed route at 
8.0 miles. See, e.g., Ex. 38 (Harper supplemental direct). 
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Association; River Bluffs Condominium Association; James City County Citizens' Coalition; 

Old Dominion Electric Cooperative ("ODEC"); Charles City County; and the Environmental 

Respondents. 5 

On August 31, 2012, the Department of Environmental Quality (''DEQ") filed its report 

on Dominion's Application ("DEQ Report"). 6 The DEQ Report summarizes potential impacts of 

the Proposed Project and the Chickahominy Alternative Project, makes recommendations for 

minimizing those impacts, and outlines the Company's responsibilities for compliance with legal 

requirements governing environmental protection. The DEQ Report includes the following in its 

Summary of Recommendations: 

·(i) Alternative Recommendations 

· The DEQ Office of Wetlands and Stream Protection recommends 
that one of the James River crossing alternatives be selected over 
the Chiclaihominy-Skiffes Creek-Whealton Alternative 
(Environmental Impacts and Mitigation, item l(c), page 12). 

Department of Conservation and Recreation Division of Parks and 
Recreational Resources recommends an underwater crossing for 
the transmission lines, which will have less impact on commercial 
shippers, boaters Wld other recreationalist [sic], should the 
Surry-Ski:ffes Creek 500 kV Proposed Route be chosen 
(Environmental Impacts and-Mitigation. item lO(c), page 33). 

The Department of Historic Resources supports submerging the 
transmission lines within or beneath the Chickahominy or James 
rivers unless additional routes are considered that would not 
include adverse visual impacts on Carter's Grove and the Captain 
John Smith National Historic Water Trail (Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation, item 12(e). page 39). In addition, the Virginia 
Outdoors Foundation and Virginia Board of Historic Resources 
recommend full consideration of the importance of Carter's Grove 
and its extensive conservation values in the selection of the 

5 In this proceeding, Appalachian Voices, the Chesapeake Climate Action Network, and the Viigin.ia Chapter of the 
Sierra Club have referred to themselves collectively as the "Environmental Respondents." 

6 Ex. 12. 

3 
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Coordinate with the Department of Conservation1md Recreation 
regarding its recommendation to protect recreational resources 
(Environmental Impacts and Mitigation. item 1 0( c)~ page 3 3 ). 

· Coordinate with the Department of Historic Resources regarding 
recommendations addressing visual impacts, consultations with the 
agency's Easement Program, National Park Service and affected 
localities, archaeological and architectural surveys, and evaluations 
and assessments to Virginia Landmarks Register- and National 
Register of Historic-Places-eligible resources. 
(gnvironmental Impacts and Mitigation. item 12(d), page 38).7 

Coordinate with the Newport News-Williamsburg Airport as 
recommended by the Virginia Depm1:ment of Aviation to prevent 
potential hazards to aviation and impacts to airport development 
(EnvironmentalJmpacts and Mitigation, item 15(c), pag~ 41). 

Follow the principles and practices of pollution prevention to the 
extent practicable (Environmenta1 Impacts and J'vfitigation, item 18, 
pages 43-44). 

· Limit the use of pesticides and herbicides to the extent practicable 
(Environmental Impacts and :Mitigation. item 19, page 44).8 

On October 24~ 2012; and January 10, 2013, public witness hearings were convened in 

Williamsburg and Richmond, respectively. From April9 furough April 18, 2013, a hearing was 

condu-cted for the purpose of receiving evidence offered by the Company, respondents, and 

Sta:ff.9 The Commission also received more than 1,400 written and .electronic public comments 

on the Application. 

7 On September 7, 20 12, DEQ filed additional comments related to the Department of Historic Resources' Phase I 
Cultural Resources Survey performed for the Proposed Project Ex. 13. 

8 Ex. 12 (DEQ Report) at 7-8. 

9 Additionally, a representative of the Virginia Department of Historic Resources testified on April9, 2013 . 

5 



this case, can be constructed in a timely manner, and is the best 
alternative in this case; 

8. The [Chickahominy] Alternative Project is a viable alternative, is 

electrically equivalent to the Proposed Project and can be 

constructed in a timely manner. However, the [Chickahominy] 
Alternative Project has a higher cost than the Proposed Project and 

will have a greater impact on scenic assets, historic districts and 

the environment; 

9. None of the 230 kV tr_ansmis!;ion alternatives or [James City 
County witness WayneJ Whittier's Variations, by themselves, 
resolved all of the NERC reliability violations for 2015 or 2021; 

10. Additional generation, and combinations of new 230 kV 
transmission alternatives with additional generation resolve the 

identified NERC reliability-violations, but at a-signi:ficantly higher· 

price and at a greater risk of failing-to be completed by the date . 

needed; 

11. The Commission may or may not decide to address whether the 
Ski:ffes Creek Switching Station is a ''transmission linen for 
purposes of·§ 56-46.1 F; 

12. The route crossing the James River should follow James River 

Crossing Variation 4 on the condition.that the [James City County 
Economic Development] Authority and [Dominion] conclude a 

-right-of-way agreement within three weeks of the-Commission's 

final order. If such-an agreement is not concluded-three weeks 
from the Commission's-final order, then the route crossing the 
James River should be James River Crossing Variation 1;_ 

13. Any certificate issl,led by the Commission in this case should be 

conditioned to direct·[Dominion] to maintain the tree buffer along 

B:ASF Drive by only expanding its existing right-of-way to the 
west. 

14. Any certificate issued by the Commission in this case should be 

conditioned to direct [Dominion] to use galvanized steel 
monopoles for crossing the BASF property; 

15. Any certificate issued by the Commission in this case should be 
conditioned to direct [Dominion] to follow the construction 
practices listed below. 
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b) [Dominion] sh<.mld conduct a vegetation inventory to 
identify compatible speCies that can be retained in the right~ 
of-way. The inventory may be limited to types of species, 
rather than nu.nilier of plants present 

c). Where sufficient distance is allowed-between the outside 
conductor and the cleared right-of-way, selective lateral 
trimming should -be used to pr-oduce a more feathered 
appearance to the edge of the right-of-way. 

d) [Dominion] will work with BASF to avoid the use of 
herbicides -in the right-of-way that would interlere with 
environmental remediation efforts on the property. 

e) An erosion plan should be developed and implemented in 
areas near riv_ers or creeks, and near areas with steep slopes. 

[f) The right-of-way should be designed and maintained to 
prevent access by unauthorizecl persons and, especially, 
vehicles. 10

] ll 

On August 30,2013, the following parties filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's 

Report: Dominion; James City County and Save the James;12 BASF; Lennar; JRA;13 the 

1° Finding number 16(t), as Identified and incorporated above, is .included and recommended ill the Hearing 
Examiners analyses, and therefore appears to ha'Ve been inadvertently omitted from his "Findings and 
Recommendations." Hearing .Examiner's Report at 174, 177. 

11 ld at 174-77. 

12 The-joint comments of James City County and Save the James were filed after the close of business on August 30, 
2013, On September 3, 2013, James City Csunty and Save th-e James filed a motion for leave to amend andre:file 
their comments for the stated purpose of correcting a typographical error. Dominion, which was ihe only participant 
to respond to this motion, responded that: (1) the initial comments filed by James City County and Save the James 
were untimely by one day; (2) the motion should be treated as a request for leave to file comments one day 
t'>Ut-of-time; (3) Dominion was not prejudiced .in these particular circumstances; ( 4) Dominion will not object to 
granting the motion to the extent it permits the amended comments to be filed one day out-of-time; and 
(5) Dominion objects to portions of those comments, unrelated to the identified typographical error, that seek to 
include evidence beyond the record in this proceeding and which Dominion indicates would be inappropriate and 
prejudicial for the Commission to consider. James City County and Save the James filed no reply. We grant James 
City County's and Save the James's motion, in part, and accept the filing of their amended joint comments. As 
discussed below, we grant Dominion's requested clarification that our decision in this proceeding has been reached 
without consideration of evidence not contained in the record. See, e.g., 5 VAC 5-20-240 .. 

13 Dominion also filod an objection to JRA's_ inclusion of evidence in its comments that was not made part of the 
evidentiary record. JRA filed no reply to Dominion's objection. As noted above, our decision has been reached 
without consideration of evidence not contained in the record. 
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transmission lines. Ultimately, the Commission must base its decision on the law as applied to 

the factual record of the case. That is what we have done herein, as will be explained in detail 

below. The evidence is clear that the Proposed Project is necessary to continue reliable electric 

service to the hundreds of thousands of people who live and work across this broad region of 

Virginia. 

I! is because of the many impacts associated with transmission lines that the Commission 

first evaluates whether a proposed transmission line is, in fact, needed, Before approving 

transmission line construction, landowners, communities, and rate-payirig residents and 

businesses in the Commonwealth expect and deserve assurance that a new line is actually 

needed. 

Determining whether a proposed transmission line or other electric infrasttucture, such as 

a generation facility, is needed often requires analysis of complex engineering evidence. 

Substantial engineering analysis was evaluated in this case. This evidence allowed us to 

determine not only whether a need for additional infrastructure exists, but also the magnitude and 

timing of any such need. A need that is severe and fast approacbin,g, as detailed engineering 

evidence supports in this case, m~y require a solution different than if a need is more modest and 

further in the future. 

The reliability risks presented in this case are far reaching and significant;- Engineering 

studies in this case show that when Dominion's transmission system is stress-evaluated under 

federal and Virginia requirements, a number of transmission system overloads result. These 

overloads, which appear under the reasonable contingency conditions modeled in this case, 

identify a broad swath of the Commonwealth where the loss of electric service can be expected 

as early as 2015 unless Dominion1s electric system is reinforced. 

11 
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assets; landowners; system reliability; and the customers who ultimately pay the costs of electric 

infrastructure. Although a more detailed analysis of our decision will be included in sUbsequent 

sections ofthis Order, the Commission address-es, at the outset, some of the evidence that was 

centr.al to thi<l case. 

The Commission has considered the environmental impact of transmission lines, 

includingihe impact of overhead transmission on viewsheds from the James River and various 

locations in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. The Commission has also considered -all record 

evidence that highlights the Historic Triangle of Jamestown, Williamsburg, and Yorktown- the 

impmtan-ce of which extends wel1 beyond the borders ofthis Commonwealth.14 The 

Commission cannot ignore, however, the change that has transpired from colonial times to date 

in the area where the Proposed Project would cross the James River. 15 In the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project's route today are neighborhoods, multiple military installations, theme parks, a 

marina, a jail and detention center, and a supermarket distribution center, among other businesses 

and developments. All these developments depend on the same reliable electric grid to maintain 

-t.i.e quality of life, health, safety, and prosperity to which our Commonwealth and our nation are 

accustomed. 16 

Numerous electrical alternatives have been offered, explored, and developed for our 

consideration- many at the suggestion of Sta:ff: the Hearing Examiner, and James City County, 

14 AB discussed below, we have also fully considered reoord evidence highlighting the environmental, scenic, and 

historic impacts offue Chickahorniny Aitemative Project. 

15 The Proposed Project would not be visible from most of Jamestown Island, including James Fort. See, ~.g., 
Ex. 124 (Lake rebuttal) at 9; Ex. 83 (McCoy), Attached Exhibit WDM-1 at 17-19; Ex. 118 (Harper rebuttal) at 
Rebuttal Schedule 1, 2. 

16 See, e.g., Ex. 50 (Reidenbach), Attached 2009 James City County Comprehensive Plan at Introduction l ("We 
will not settle for less than first-class education, medical care, public safety, recreation, and entertainment that 
strengthen the fabric of our community."). 
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crosses over the James River on its way to the Suny Nuclear Power Station, Dominion's existing 

500 kV transmission system is located south of the James River. 17 Thus, a new 500 kV line 

extend:ing either down the Peninsula from the Chlckaheminy Substation or across the James 

River from Surry is neeQ.ed if- as is the case here- a further extension of Dominion's 500 kV 

system ento the Peninsula is required. 

~omparing these two 500 kV options, the record supports the Hearing Examiner's 

findings that the Proposed Project "is the least cost viable alt~ative for addressing the identified 

NERC reliability violations presented in this case, can be constructed in a timely manner, and is 

the best alternative in this case" 18 and that the Chic.kahomin.y Alternative Project "has a higher 

cost 1;han the Proposed J>roj ect and will have a -greater impact on scenic assets, historic districts 

and the environment.''19 

The Surry-8k:iffes Creek Line of the Proposed Project offers a reasonable path into the 

highly constrained Peninsula where an overhead 500 kV transmission line is needed to 

reasonably ensure reliability. The Surry-Skiffes Creek Line would begin at the existing 

transmission switching station near the Surry Nuclear Power Station on the south shore of the 

James River; cross the James River in a manner designed to avoid, among other things, ship 

-traffi:c and the airspace of military aircraft from a large nearby military installation (Fort Eustis 

and Felker Airfield);20 and then come ashore on the BASF property in-an industrial area that 

includes active environmental remediation sites.21 A crossing of the James River in this 

17 Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 6, 117. 

18 Hearing Examiner's Report at 175. 

19 !d. 

:ro See, e.. g., Ex. 118 {Harper rebuttal) at Rebuttal Schedules 1, 2. 

11 See, e.i, Ex. 48 (Burrows) at Figure VCB-J; Ex. 60 (Henderson) at TCH-2. 
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Section 56-46.1 ofthe Code -further directs the Commission to consider several factors 

when reviewing the Companys Application.22 Subsection A of the statute provides, in part, that: 

Whenever the Cornm.ission is required to approv-e the construction 
of any electrical utility facility, it shall give consideration to the 
effect of that facility on the environment and establish such 
conditions as may be desirable or-necessary to minimize adverse 
environmental impact. ... In every proceeding under this 
subsection, the Commission shall receive and give consideration to 
all reports that relate tg the propos® facility by state agencies 
concerned with environmental protection; and if requested by any . 
county or municipality in which the facility is proposed to be built, 
to local comprehensive plans that have been adopted .... 
Additionally, the Commission (a) shall consider the effect of the 
proposed facility on economic development within-the 
Commonwealth ... and (b) shall consider anyimprovements in 
service reliability that may result from the construction of such 
facility. · 

Subsection B of the statute further p1·ovides, in part, that: 

As a condition to approval the Commission shall determine that the 
line is needed and that the corridor or route the line is to follow 
will reasonably minimize adverse impact on the scenic assets, 

historic districts and environment of the area concerned. . . . In 
making the determinations about need, corridor or route, and 
method of installation, the Commission shall verify the applicant's 
load flow modeling; contingency analyses, and reliability needs 
presented to justify the· new line and its proposed method of 
installation. . . . Additionally, the Commission shall consider, 
upon the request of the governing body of any county or 
municipality in which the line is proposed to be constructed, (a) the 
costs and economic benefits likely to result from requiring the 
underground placement of the line and (b) any potential 
impediments to timely construction of the line. 

The Code further requires thatihe Commission consider existing right-of-way easements 

when siting transmission lines. Section 56-46.1 C of the Code provides that "[i]n any hearing the 

public service company shall provide adequate evidence that existing rights-of-way cannot 

22 Subsection D ofthe statuto provides that "[a)s used in this section, unless the context requires a different meaning; 

'Environment' or 'environmental' shall be deemed to include in meaning 'historic,' as well as a consideration ofih.e 

probable effects of the line on the health and safoty of the persons in the area concerned." 
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(2) The estimated additional cost of placing the proposed line, in 
whole or in part, underground does not exceed 2.5 times the cost of 
placing the same line overhead, assumin_g accepted industry 
standards for undergrounding to ensure safety and reliability. If the 
public utility, the affected localities, and the State Corporation 
Commission agree, a proposed undei·ground line whose cost 
exceeds 2.5 times the cost of placing the line overhead may also be 
accepted into the pilot program; and 

(3) The governing body of each locality in which a portion of the 
proposed line will be-placed underground indicates, by resolution, 
general community support for the line -to be placed underground.23 

House Bill 1319 further provides that "[p ]ublic utility companies granted a certificate of RUblic 

convenience and necessity for a proposed transmission line not included in this-program or not 

otherwise being placed underground.shall seek to implement low-cost and effective means to 

improve the aesthetics of new overhead transmission lines and towers. "24 

Finally, Dominion requests a Commission determination that, based on the facts and 

circumstances of this ·case, the Skiffes Creek Switching Station constitutes a "transmission line" 

for purposes of Code§ 56-46.1 F, which provides that 1Ta]pproval of a transmission line 

pursuant to this section shall be deemed to satisfy the requirements of§ 15.2-2232 and local 

zonin_g ordinances with respect to such transmission line." 

SYSTEM NEED 

A series of1oad flowstudies was introduced as evidence in this pr.oceeding and evaluated 

by loaa flow study experts who testified as witnesses in this case. These studies demonstrate that 

the North Hampton Roads Area needs a signilicant electric system upgrade soon to maintain 

adequate reliability. 

23 2008 Va. Acts ch. 799, Enactment 1, § 4, as extended by 2011 Va. Acts. ch. 244, Enactment 1. 

2~ Id. at§ 10. 
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need does not rely on any sfugle set of assumptions. "31 Notwithstanding the different 

assumptions used in the many load flow modeling studies analyzed in this case, the various load 

flow studies consistently reveal a significant system need in the area. 

Dominion testified that it initially conducted load· flow modeling studies indicating that 

normal load growth in the North Hampton Roads Area would result in reliability violations by 

2019.32 Those :initial studies were analyzed and verified by our Staff.33 

Importantly, the studies showing a need in 2019 were conducted before Doniinion 

determined that six local generation units -two at the Yorktown Power Station and four at the 

Chesapeake Power Station- would be retired as a result of stricter federal environmental 

regulations, including the Mercury Air Taxies Standard ("MATS Rule").34 Subsequent studies 

that included the impact of th~ generation retirements at these power stations showed that the 

retirement of only .one unit at Yorktown was enough to cause reliability violations to begin in the 

summer o£2015.35 Updated and supplemental studies directed by the Hearing Examiner and 

verified by Staff, confirm reliability viotations occurring in the summer of 2015. For example, 

updated studies identify reliability violations or overloads projected to occur in 2015 on more 

31 Staffs Post-Hearing Brief .at 9-10. As recognized by Staff, these load flow models included different projected 

peak loads and· different assumptions about both generation and transmission topology. I d. at 9, 

32 Ex. 31 (Nedwick direct) at 11. 

33 See, e.g., Ex. 79 (Chiles) at 11-16. Although Staff raised a concern about one scenario from the studies showing a 
2019 need, Staff was able to replicate and verify those modeling results, and the Company addressed this scenario in 
rebuttal testimony. See, e.g., Ex. 87 (Ne<iwick rebuttal) at 24-25; Ex. 79 (Chiles), Attached Exhibit JWC.2 at 2. 

>-<~See, e.g., Ex. 87 (Ned wick rebuttal) at 4; Ex. 110 (Kelly rebuttal); Ex. 103 (Faggert rebuttal). As discussed below,. 
retaining generation at these facilities is not a reasonable alternative to addressing the identified needs of the North 
Hampton Roads Area. 

35 See, e.g., Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 72, 78·81; Ex. 87 (Nedwick rebuttal) at 4, n.l. 
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Y mktown Power Station, which is subject to environmental restrictions that will severely limit 

its operation until its retirement.42 

The Commission is greatly concerned about the widespread nature of-the projected 

NERC reliability violations that are supported by the record ofthis case and that so many 

violations al'e projected to occur as early as 2015. The load flow modeling evidence, which has 

been verified 'Qy our Sta:ff:43 establishes a clear need for significant new electric infrastructure to 

address fast·=approaching reliability violations projected for Dominion1s transmission system. 

With a system need clearly established, we next tum to potential alternatives for satisfying the 

identified need. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The parties and Staff presented numerous potential alternatives for addressing the 

significant and uncontested system needs identified by the record. Those alternatives include 

generation, demand-side management, lower voltage transmission, underground transmission, 

transmission in different locations, and combinations of generation and transmission. While 

_some alternatives warranted- and received- considerable evaluation, others are more 

conceptual or possess glaring shortcomings. However, our decision in this proceeding has been 

reached only after consideration of all potential alternatives, many of which are addressed below. 

Additionally, the Commission has considered all relevant factors supported by record- evidence 

for each alternative. 

~2 See, e.g., Ex. 31 (Nedwick direct) atl2-13; Ex. 110 (Kelly rebuttal) at 8, 15; Ex. 103 (Faggert rebuttal) at 14-15. 

43 See, e.g., Ex. 79 (Chiles); Tr. 1068-74. 
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most cost-effective_ manner.47 This assertion fails to appropriately recognize the magnitude of 

the projected reliability criteria violations made more imminent by significant generation 

retirements and operational restrictions resulting from environmental regulations. Alt.1.ough the 

Environmental Respondents cite to our recent approval-of a distributed solar program through 

which Dominion will construct or facilitate up to 30 megawatts of distributed solar,48 that 

30 megawatts ofnameplate capacity- even if all located in t!le North Hampton Roads Area-

does not approach the size needed to address the reliability need identified in this case. 49 Nor do 

the Environmental Respondents substantiate their claim that solar resources are currently 

cost-effective. 

Similarly, the record does not support suggestions by James City County that offshore 

wind._or liquefied natural gas generation could satisfy the fast-approaching reliability criteria 

violations in the North Hampton Roads Area. Because these types of projects are exceptionally 

complex and, in some respects, may represent uncharted territory for developers, 5° the risk that 

such generation will be .. unavailable to address a need arising as soon as 2015 is too great to 

warrant further consideration in the instant case. 

Based on the record~ including the impending generati-on retirements and operating 

restrictions at the Y or.ktown and Chesapeake Power Stations, a more concrete-approach to 

4-? See, e.g., Environmental Respondents1 Post-Hearing Brief at 14-17. 

41 Application ofVh'gmia Electric and Power Company, For approval oJ'a Community Solar Power Program and 
for certification of proposed distributed solar generation facilities pursuant to Chapter 771 of the 2011 Virginia 
Acts of Assembly and-§§ 56-46.1 and 56-580 D of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUE-2011-00117, 2012 S.C.C. 
Ann. Rept 328, Order (Nov. 28, 2012), 

49 Studies were conducted in this case for the specific purpose of calculating how much generation would be needed 
to address projected reliability violations, See, e.g., Ex. 90 at Rebuttal Schedule 4. 

50 See, e.g., Tr. 1622-27 (identifying challenges and cost associated with obtaining a permit, constructing, and 
operating a liquefied natural gas import facility in a populated area like Yorktown); Tr. 1853 (descnbing the· current 
construction cost af offshore wind). 
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should be retired. 54 The Environmental Respondents continued those efforts in the instant 

proceeding. 

The evidence in this case -which includes, but is not limited to; environmental 

considerations - supports our finding that retrofitting or refueling options cannot address the . 

identified NERC reliability violations in a cost-effective manner. 55 

With respect to the option of retrofitting coal-fired units at the Yorktown and Chesapeake 

Power Stations with additional environmental equipment, the Commission fin as that the risks 

and costs associated with such an option are too great based on the record. Retrofitting these 

units would require several very large capital expenditures because the units would need a 

significant amount of additional equipment to continue coal and oil operations and comply with 

existing and anticipated environmental regulations.56 The evidence in this case indicates that 

such capital expenditures total many hundreds of millions of dollars and could well exceed one 

billion dollars, 57 Additionally, the compliance costs evaluated in this case do not reflect other 

risks attendant to coal and oil generation, such as the current uncertainty regarding future 

regulation of carbon dioxide at the federal level. 58 Moreover, load flow studies analyzed :in tbis 

5~ Environmental Respondents' March 1, 2013 Motion Seeking Leave To File a Notice of Participation Out of Time 

at 2, 

55 See; e.g., Bx. I 10 (Kelly rebuttal); Tr. 1600-10 (Kelly); Ex. 79 (Chiles), Attached Exhibit JWC-3 at 6-7, and 

Attached Exhibit JWC-5. 

56 Tr. 1600,06 (Kelly). As the Hearing Examiner recognized, "Mr. Kelly confirmed that to retrofit Yorktown Units 

1 and 2 to comply with et1vironmental regulations would require the installation of a Dry Scrubber, Baghouse, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction, Water lnta:k.e Screens, Variable Speed Drives, and Closed Cycle Cooling." Hearing 

Examiner's Report at ·118. 

57 Ex. 79 (Chiles), Attached Exhibit JWC-3 at 6·7, and Attached Exhibit JWC-5; Ex. 110 (Kelly rebuttal) at 20-23. 

58 We recognized these risks in a recent proceeding. Application of Appalachian Pawer Company, For approval of 

transactions to acquire interests in the Amos and Mitchell generation plants and to merge with Wheeling Power 

Company, Case No. PUE-2012-00141, Doc. Con. Cent. No. 130730256, Order at 8-9 (July 31, 2013) (citing 

Presidential Memorandum of June 25, 2013, Power Sector Carbon Pollution Standards, 78 Fed. Reg. 39,535 

(2013)). 

27 

,. 

I 
I• 



A combination of retrofitting or repowering at the Y ork:town or Chesapeake Power 

Stations and installing an electric transmission line alternative in this case does not yield a 

conclusion different from O?f consideration of these generation alternatives without 

transmission. A transmission line obviously does not address the natural gas pipeline constraints 

into the North Hampton Roads Area or environmental regulations that will not allow Dominion 

to continue operating the Yorktown and Chesapeake Power Stations in the same manner as in the 

past. These significant generation limitations, as well as the cost and time associated with 

alternative transmission conwonents, make the cost and risk of the combination generation and._ 

transmission alternatives excessive, regardless of which transmission line alternative is chosen. 64 

In summary, while the Commission does not prejudge whether additional generation in 

the North Hampton Roads Area (or other concepts or projects discussed herein) may be 

reasonable at some point in the future, the record in this case does not support such generation as 

a reasonable alternative to a transmission solution for the area's significant transmission system 

needs appearing in 2015. 

Demand-Side Resources 

The Commission finds -that demand-side resources, such as demand-side response and 

energy efficiency measures, were app1;opriately considered in this proceeding. The recm:d 

supports the Hearing Examiner's conclusion that "additional amounts of [demand-side resources] 

-should not be assumed to be available to-address pmjected NERC reliability violations, 1165 

The P 1M load forecasts incorporated m Dominion's load flow modeling studies include 

demand-side resources that have cleared a three-year forward capacity auction conducted by 

64 See, e.g., Ex. 87 (Nedwjck rebuttal) at 13-14; Ex. 91 at Rebuttal Schedule 5. 

65 Hearing Examiner's Report at 150, 
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Staff indicates that, to address projected 2015 NERC reliability violations, 11the demand-side 

equivalent of 620 [megawatts] needed for a 'stand-alone' generation option would be required in 

the North Hampton Roads load area, which has only approximately 2,000 [megawatts] of peak 

demand.n72 

However, the Commission :finds PJMs testimony that planning studies may be 

over-relying on demand response raises concerns that warrant further evaluation in future 

transmission and generation certif1eate proceedings. Accordingly, Dominion is hereby directed 

to provide, in future transmissjon and generation certificate applications, more detailed analysis 

of demand-side resources incorporated in the Companys planning studies used in support of 

such applications. 73 

23 () kV Transmission Alternatives 

In addition to alternatives that included generation or demand-side resources, as 

discussed above, several transmission alternatives were presented in this .proceeding. 

Dominion's existmg 500 leV system stops at the doorstep of the North Hampton Roads Area, 

with the closest lines _at that voltage running from the Chickahominy Substation and Septa 

Substations to the Surry Nuclear Power Station. 74 Presently, a number of230 kV and 115 kV 

lines transmit power into and within the North Hampton Roads Area. 75 As such, it is logical that 

many of the transmission alternatives evaluate~ in this proceeding are potential additions to 

Dominion1s -existing 23 0 kV transmission ·system. 

72 Id at22, See, e.g., Ex. 87 (Nedwickrebuttal) at 11-12, Rebuttal Schedule 3. 

73 To the extent known by the Company, such information should include, for example, the locations and providers 
of demand-side resources included in the relevant planning studies. 

7~ Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 6, 117. 

75 Id 
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a. 230 kV Transmission Underground Alternatives 

The feasibility of undergrounding, in whole or in part, a transmission line crossing the 

James River was the focus of much evidence in this case. Compared to overhead alternatives, 

underground transmission lines require lDllch different construction and materials, which result 

in different construction durations and costs. Additionally, the design and capability of a line 

depend on whether it is overhead or underground. For example, engineering evidence :in this 

case indicates that undergrounding a 500 k¥ transmission line is not technically viable, 81 

meaning that undergrounding options must be at a lower voltage, such as 230 kV. 

It is also important to understand that, when comparing transmission lines with different 

voltages (such as 500 kV and 230 kV), the difference in their voltages is not directly proportional 

to the difference in the:ir capacities, measured in megavolt amperes ("MV A"), for delivering 

power. For example, tbe record in this case shows that the single-circuit 500 kV Surry-Skiffes 

Creek Line would provide approximately 4,300 MV A of capacity into the North Hampton Roads 

Area while an underground single-circuit 23 0 kV line that Dominion recently placed into service 

provides only 600 MV A of capacity. 82 

Compared to an overhead transmission Hne, an' underground line can lessen or -eliminate 

certain environmental impacts, including many visual impacts83 and impacts associated with 

securing a transmission tower into the ground or a river bed. 84 Replacing the overhead 500 k-V 

81 The record identifies only one location in the United States where 500 kV lines have been constructed 

underground. Those lines, which are short interconnections between generation at the Grand Coulee Dam and an 

adjacent switchyard, are in the process ofbeing-replaced with overhead lines due to reliability concerns. See, e.g., 

Ex. 93 (Allen rebuttal) at 16, Rebuttal Schedule 3; Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 58. 

82 See, e.g., Ex, 79 (Chiles) at 24; Ex. 33 (Allen direct) at 3-4; Ex. 102 (Thomassen rebuttal) at 13-15, Rebuttal 

Schedule 8, 

83 See, e.g., Ex. 83 (McCoy), Attached Exhibit WDM-1 at 19-21. 

84 See, e.g., Ex, 93 (Allen rebuttal) at 15. 
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The Commission has carefully considered the relative impacts to hlstoric resources, 

scenic assets, and other environmental considerations presented in this case. However, the 

factors that must be considered in this proceeding, as dis'cussed above, are broad and are not 

limited only to environmental considerations. Based on the record, the Commission finds that 

the impedfinents associated with attempting to address the identified reliability violations in the 

North Hampton Roads Area by placing a transmission line underground outweigh competing 

environmental considerations. The Commission fmds that underground alternatives do not 

reasonably meet the reliability need identified in this case. 

Underground transmission projects are complex endeavors. The construction of an 

underground project can involve, among other tliings, significant horizontal drilling to install the 

pipes needed to contain underground electric cables, dredging large pits in the ground and the 

river bed to allow for underground electric cables to be spliced together, and constructing 

transition stations where the underground cable transitions to an overhead line. 88 Given the 

complexity of these projects, Staff noted that most of the r.ecent underground transmission 

projects constructed by Dominion have experienced delays.89 

Dominion testified-that an undergrmmd crossing ofthe James River would require an 

estimated 48 months (single circuit) or 60 months (double circuit) tG complete. 90 But the load 

flow studies in this case demonstrate significant reliability violations o-ccurring the summer after 

Yorktown generation retires in response to environmental regulations that includ.e an April 2015 

deadline for compliance with th.e MATS Rule. Accordingly, even ifDominion successfully 

B8 See, e.g., Ex. 102 (Thomassen rebuttal). 

119 Staff's Post-Hearing Brief at 42. 

90 See, e.g., Ex. 93 (Allen rebuttal) at 1 0; Tr. 1464-65 (AlJen); Dominion's Conunents on the Hearing Examiner's 

Report at 36-37. 
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would not address projected overloads-on one transmission line and one t:ransf0lmer. 95 This 

double-circuit-option, which, at $440 million, is estimated to cost $285 million more than the 

Proposed Prqject, would still require additional infrastructure projects (with additional costs and 

impacts) to address projected reliability-violations that the Proposed Project addresses~96 Even if 

a project including a double-circuit 230 kV underground line could be completed in time to 

address upcoming NERC reliability violations, the Commission finds that the significant 

reliability and cost disadvantages of such -a project, among other detrimental consieierations, 

outweigh the beneficial considerations from constructing a double-circuit transmission line 

under, rather than over, the James River. The evidence demonstrates that this type of project 

would not reasonably meet the identified reliability need. 

Th-ere are similar problems with the underground variation put forth by James City 

County that would combine-a single-circuit 23 0 k V underground crossing of the James River 

with a special protection scheme of some unspecific type, among 0ther components of this 

vmiation. 'This James City County underground variation is estimated by Dominion tu cost 

approximately $146million more than the Proposed Projectn whileJames City County estimates 

it would cost $69 million more. 9& A James City County witness testi.:fi:ed that a special protection 

scheme could -be used to address one projected overload;99 however~ Dominion identified several 

transfmmers overloading with this variation. 100 Additionally, P.TM:1s Vice President of 

9:> See, e.g., Tf. 1071-74 (Chiles}; Ex_ 90 at Rebuttal Schedule 4. 

96 Ex. 90 at Rebuttal Schedule 4;-Tr. 906-07 (Whittier) (testifying that overall the Company's construction costs are 
reasonable). 

97 Ex. 95. 

98 Tr. 922 (Whittier). 

99 'I'r. 937 (Whittier). 

JOo Tr. 1298, 1303 (Nedwick). 
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at best, . , very problematic and potentially a detriment to reliability. 11 107 The Commission finds 

that, among other considerations, the reliability risk associated with this more costly 

underground alternative, which likely could not be constructed in time to address upcomfug 

projected reliability violations and has been offered without study, outweighs the benefits 

associated with this option. Based on the evidence, the Commission :fillds that this alternative 

would not reasonably meet the r~liability need identified in this case. 

Although Dominion has not requested that the Proposed Project or any alternative thereof 

be included in the underground pilot program established by HB 1319, the Commission has 

nonetheless reviewed the criteria f-ar potential inclusion in this program. Because, as.discussed 

above, the Propnsed Project and alternatives thereof are not viable for undergrmmd construction, 

none of the projects evaluated in this proceeding qualify for inclusion in the underground-pilot 

program. lOB 

b. 230 kV Transmission Overhead Alternatives 

James City County proposed two overhead 230 kV alternatives: that include, among other 

components, river crossings near the James River Tower Bridge. Such projects would shift the 

environmental-impacts associated with a river crossing downriver from where the Proposed 

Project is proposed-to cross. Substantially different areas would be impacted by such projects. 

The first such alternative, identified as Alternative C, was proposed in prefiled testimony. 

This alternative was ultimately abandoned by James City County after modelin_g studies 

un Tr. 1346-47 (Nedwick). See also Ex. 92 (Herling rebuttal) at20 ("Operationally, the 230 kV SUIT)'-Sldffes Creek 

line and PAR, whether underground or overhead, is a challenging solution .. .. "). 

108 We therefore need not reach issues concerning the pilot program's other statutory criteria, including the cost 

criteria which Dominion asserts the underground alternatives also fail. See. e.g., Ex. 93 (Allen rebuttal) at 19-20; 

Tr. 1454-55 (Allen). 
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fashion, Variation to Alternative C would leave unaddressed certain projected reliability 

violations. Additionally, the underground construction required in a populated area of Newport 

News_ for this alternative makes it highly unlikely that such a complex project could be 

constructed in time to ado/ess projected reliability violations. The Commission also recognizes 

that underground construction would cost ratepayers more. 1 17 

The significant reliability risk associated with Variation to Alternative C is comparable to 

many of the 230 kV alternatives with underground crossings ofth~ James River. Although 

James City County estimates the cost of Variation td Alternative C to be closer to the Proposed 

Project than those other alternatives, so too are the environmental impacts, This is because 

Variation to Alternative C involves, among other things, both an overhead crossing of the James 

River and a lengthy underground construction project. 

The Commission finds that, among other considerations, the significant reliability risks 

associated with Variation to Alternative C and the costs associated therewith outweigh the 

benefits from constructing tb.is alternative instead of the Proposed Project. Based on the 

evidence, the Commission finds that this altemative would not reasonably meet the reliability 

need identified in this case. 

In comments on the Hearing Examiner's-Report, James City County-and Save the James 

indicated that that James City County ''was able to resolve many, but not all, NERC violation 

·[sic]" with its variations, and that those variations "would work" with "more time and effort." 118 

Such an assertion fails to appropriately recognize the considerable volume, quality, and weight 

117 Ex. 96. These estimates do not include any costs associated with addressing remaining reliability violations or 
operational problems resulting from Variation to Alternative C. 

m James City CoWJty's and Save the James's Joint Comments on Hearing Exmniner's Report at 19-20, James City 

County indicates that Dominion notified it of the Clrickahominy Alternative Project and the Proposed Project in 
January and March of2012, respectively. !d. at 2&; Ex. 50 (Reidenbach) at 13. 
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reliability criteria violations and would cost approximately $36 million more than the Proposed 

Project. 112 Based on the record, the Commission iinds that these two altematives, which no case 

participant supported, were reasonably rejected. 

Because the evidence demonstrates that oncoming reliability violations cannot be 

reasonably addressed by generation alternatives (alone or in combination with transmission 

alternatives), demand side management alternatives, or lower voltage transmission (underground 

or overhead), we tum next to the 500 .k.V Proposed Project and the 500 kV Chickahominy 

Alternative Project. 

500 kV TransmissionAlternattves 

Comparing the two electrically equivalent 500 kV projects proposed by r>ominion, the 

Commission agrees with the Hearing Examiner that "the -!;Chickahominy Alternative Project] has 

a higher cost than the Proposed Project and will have a greater impact on scenic assets, historic 

districts and the environment. 11123 Many public witnesses and case participants -including 

Dominion, the Ledbetters, Lennar, Charles City County, and Staff- introduced a considerable 

amount of comparative data, pictures, and other testimony that makes clear the comparative 

benefits of the Proposed Project. 124 The record does not support approval ofthe Chickahominy 

.Alternative Project instead of the Proposed Project. 

Because tliese two projects share many common components, their relative advantages 

and disadvantages stem from their use of different 500 kV lines: the approximately 

8.0 mile-long Snrry-Sk::i.ffes Creek Line of the Proposed Project and the approximately 

3.7.9 mile-long Chickahominy-Skiffes Creek Line of the Chickahominy Alternative Project The 

122 See, e.g., Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 56-57. 

r23 Hearing Examiner's Report at 17 5. 

12~ See, e.g. , Ledbette:rs' Post-Hearing Brief, Lennar's Post-Hearing Brief at 3-8; Staffs Post-Hearing Brief at 27·36. 
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Chickahominy route would traverse a pristine area of the Captain John Smith National Historic 

Water Trall. 128 

In contrast, the James River route is already heavily impacted by more modem 

developments. 129 Such developments include the Surry Nuclear Power Plant, Kingsmill 

(inclt ... tding its marina), water towers, the Ghost Fleet,130 and tall theme park rides- all of which 

are visible from this portion of the James River. 131 

The enmonmental impact of the Proposed Project is discussed in greater detail below in 

our evaluation of the Proposed Project under applicable law. In this regard, James City County 

and Save the James argue that even ifneed is established, the statute requires the Proposed 

Project to be denied if there is not a route that satiSfies the environmental standards in the 

Code. 132 As discussed below, however, we have found·based on the evidence in this case that 

the Proposed Project and the route approved herein meet the statutory environmental standards. 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Need 

The_Proposed Projeet addresses significant near-term system needs in the North Hampton 

Roads Area while also addressing the area's longer-term. needs. 

As discussed above, the extensive load flow modeling results and analysis :in this case 

demonstrate a significant-system need projected to arise as early as 2015 and that the Proposed· 

118 Tr. 1160-61 (McCoy). See also Ex. 63 (Street) at 9-1l_;_Ex. 21 (Ledbetter). 

!2!1 See, e.g., Tr. 835-41 (Street). 

130 The Ghost Fleet is "a collection of retired naval vessels that are temporarily anchored offshore from Fort Eustis." 
Ex. 37 (Harper direct) at 14. See also Tr. 817 (Street). 

m See, e.g., Tr. 1136-37 (McCoy); Bx. 1 00; Ex. 118 (Harper rebuttal) at Rebuttal Schedules 1, 2. 

132 See, e.g., James City County's and Save the James's Joint Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 10-18. 
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Furthermore, the Commission f!grees with the Hearing Examiner that an additional benefit of the 

Proposed Project is that it lowers the possibility "that this or nearby areas will be impacted oy the 

need for additional transr:Dission or generation. "135 

Scenic Assets, Historic Districts and Resources, and the Environment 

The Commission recognizes the environmental impact that the Proposed Project will 

have on the Counties of James City, Surry, and YOTk and the Cities ofNewportNews and 

Hampton. However, the Cornm:h;sion finds, based on the record, that the routes chosen for the 

Surry-Skiffes Creek Line and the Skiffes CreeJ.c.-Whealton Line, and the use of an existing 

transmission corridor for the Sk:i:ffes Creek Switching Station., reasonably minimize adverse 

. impact on the scenic assets, historic districts and resources, and environment in the area of the 

Proposed Project Additionally, we adopt the DEQ recommendations identified below as 

conditions to our approval that we find, based on the record; are desirable or necessary to 

minimize adverse environmental impact. 

The Proposed Project's more significant impacts to scenic assets, historic districts and 

resources, and the environment are associated with the 500 kV Surry-Skiffes Creek Line and 

specifically the portion of the line that crosses the James River. The Proposed Project will 

require the installation of towers and lines across the James River, but will do so in a part-of the 

James River where the Commission finds that impacts to scenic assets, histmic districts and 

resources,_ and the environment will be reasonable. The 3,000 mile-long Captain John Smith 

National :Historic Trail, whic~ includes the James River, possesses areas that are signllicantly 

developed. 136 AB previously noted, visible already from the part of the James River where the 

135 Hearing Examiner's Report at 157. 

136 Tr, 831-32 (Street). 
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The Historic Triangle offers some of the Commonwealth's and our nation's foremost 

historic resources, 142 But the documented trove of rich historic resources within the Historic 

Triangle underscores how the route of the Proposed Project reasonably minimizes adverse 

impacts to the environment. The Propesed Project is proposed for construction along a route 

where it will avoid impacting most of the historic resources contained in the Historic Triangle. 

Additionally, the record does not support James City County's assertions about the 

significance of impacts to identified historic resources, scenic assets, and the environment in the 

area of the Proposed Project. The evidence in this case included, among other things, detailed 

testimo:Qy by expetts in photographic simulations and many photographs contairring simulated 

facilities, provided by both Dominion and James -city County. Based on a review of the 

evidence, the Commission agrees with the Hearing Examiner's conclusions that: (1) 11the 

Proposed Project will have a limited vispal impact on one section of the Colonial Parkway and a 

very limited impact on a small portion of Jamestown Island; "143 (2) 11From most of the Colonial 

P arlcway, and the areas of Jamestown Island that are the focus of most public mterest, such as the 

visitor's center, fort, settlement, and archeological digs, the Proposed Project will not be seen;"144 

(3) "\Vhere the Proposed Project is visible from the Colonial Parkway or Jamestown Island, 

because . .. the Proposed Project will be more than four to six miles distant, the Proposed 

Project should blend with the other modem intrusions on the viewshed;"145 (4) "the Proposed 

1 ~2 See, e.g., Ex, 67 (Kelso); Ex. 7.6 (Chappell); Tr. 1035-37 (Campbell). 

1~3 Hearing Examiner's Repmt at 140. See, e.g., Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix Cat 19, 43; Ex. 83 
(McCoy), Attached Exhibit WDM-1 at 19, 31; Ex. 84 (Westergard); Ex. 85. 

144 Hearing Examiner's Report at 140. See, e.g., Ex. 124 (Lake rebuttal) at 9; Ex. 83 (McCoy), Attached Exhibit 
WDM-1 at 18-19,31. 

145 Hearing Examiner's Repmt at 140. See, e.g., Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix Cat 19, 43; Ex. 83 
(McCoy), Attached Exhibit WDM-1 at 19, 31; Ex. 84 and 85 (Westergard). · 
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§ 10.1Al9 as an 'Historic River' will be the least visually impacting portion of the James River 

crossing of the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line."150 The evidence shows that Hog Island will offer 

partial screening of this portion of the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line when viewed f!om the "Historic 

River" and updver historic resources. 151 We also note that numerous potential alternative 

solutions have been evaluated in this proceeding, as contemplated by § 10.1-419. 

Based on the evidenCe of environmental impacts in this case- including, but not limited 

to, impacts to the James River, Carter's Grove and other historic resources and scenic assets, and 

to K.ingsmill- the Commission finds that the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line route reasonably 

minimizes adverse-environmental impacts. 

The Commission s.imilarly finds that the Skiffes Creek-Wheal ton Line route reasonably 

minimizes adverse impacts to scenic assets, historic districts and resources, and the environment. 

This line will be constructed entirely in an existing right-of-way already occupied by 

transmission lines.152 As such, the adverse impacts associated with the Skiffes Creek-Whealton 

Line route are minimal. 

Using the Skiffes Creek Switching Station as part of the Suny-Skiffes Creek Line and the 

Skiffes Creek-Whealton Line will also reasonaoly minjmize adverse impacts to scenic assets, 

historic districts and resources, and the environment. This site is located near, among other 

things, Route 143, Interstate 64, a jail, a detenti0n center, and the Yorktown Naval Weapons 

Station. 153 Additionally, the Skiffes Creek Switching Station will be constructed on property 

!SO [d, at 139-40. 

151 See, e.g., Ex. 66. 

152 See, e.g., Ex. 37 (Harper direct) at 3-5. 

153 See, e.g., Ex. 118 (Harper rebuttal) at Rebuttal Schedules 1, 2; Ex. 60 (Henderson), AttachedExlubit TCH-10. 
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major conference center and recreational center in the immediate area of the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project; 158 (4) shipping traffic through the port~ on of the James River where the 

Surry~Skiffes Creek Une would cross and which Dominion propases to accommodate through 

tower placement and height; 159 and ( 5) military air traffic in the vicinity of the Surry=Skiffes 

Creek Line, which Dominion has accommodated through tower location. 160 

The Commission finds that the Proposed Project will support economic development in 

the Commonwealth by cost-effectively maintaining system reliability in a large part of the 

Commonwealth and adequately increasing transmission capacity. Given these benefits and the 

modem development existing_along the route of the Proposed-Project, the Commission cannot 

conclude that tourism .in the Historic Triangle or economic development in the Commonwealth 

will be negatively impacted by the Proposed Project. 

However, as discussed below, the Commission finds that economic development efforts 

regarding the BASF property, in combination with environmental considerations .and 

consideration ofJames City Counfis comprehensive plan, support our approval of the James 

River crossing known as Variation-4. 

Compr-ehensive Plan. 

The Commission has-considered the evidence ter.-eived on James City County's 2009 

comprehensive plan, which was introduced into the record ("2009 Plan"). 161 With respect to its 

2009 Plan, James City County's witness testified that "any ofthe routings presented by 

158 Ex. 56 (Middaugh) at 8. 

159 Ex. 83 (McCoy) at 5 ("Because of ship traffic, four of the towers would be almost 300 feet in height."). Ex. 37 

(Harper direct) at 13-14; Ex. 1 ~ 8 (Harper rebuttal) at Rebuttal Schedules 1, 2. 

160 Ex. 3 8 (Harper suppl=cntal direct). 

161 We have also considered the testimony of Charles City County regarding its comprehensive plan and potential 

impacts of the Chickahominy Alternative Project on, among other things:, the Chickahominy Indian Tribe's annual 

Pow-Wow event Ex. 20 (Rowe) at 2-4. 
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Variation 4 

Dominion and BASF identified several potential approaches to crossing the I ames River 

from the Surry Nuclear Power-Station property, most with only slight variations in tower 

alignrilent. After some of these variations proved unworkable, 166 parties focused on three 

potential appr-Oaches to crossing the James River: Variations- I, 3, and 4.167 

Dominion supports Variation 1, which would come onshore in the middle of the BASF 

property. Dominion contends, and the Hearing Examin-er agrees, that Variation 1 would have a 

lesser visual impact on Crutds Grove, the Colonial Parkway, and Black's Point than would 

Variations 3 or 4. 168 Additionally, Dominion contends that it is "uncertain whether it will be able 

to obtain the entire right-of-way necessary for the Variation 3 or 4 routes as the Company cannot 

exercise the power of eminent domain -over a portion of the property owned by the [James City 

County Economic Development Authority C'EDA11
)].''

169 

In contrast, BASF asserts that its "main purpose for participating in this case is to make 

sure the Commission understands how important it is that, if a transmission line is. going to be 

constructed on BASPs property, it needs to go on the Variation 3-4 route on the north side of the 

property .... "170 BASF's preference for Variation 3 or 4 is-based in part on economic 

development efforts regarding its property, as discussed above: BASF's preference is also based 

on its active onsite environmental remediation through the execution of an environmental plan 

166 See, e.g., Ex. 3& (Harper supplemental direct) (amending Dominion's recommended tower alignment across the 

James River as a resalt of consultation with officials from the United States Department of Defense). 

167 See, e.g., Ex. 66; Ex. 97. 

168 See, e.g., Dominion's Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 52-54; Hearing Examiner's Report at 170. 

169 See, e.g., Dominion's Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 54. 

170 BASFs Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 2. 
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testified that the EDA was committed to negotiating an easement with Dominion to the extent 

such an agreeroent is necessary for the more northern crossing in James Gity County for 

Variation 3, which is identical to that of Variation 4. 177 Although Dominion and the EDA had 

not yet executed such an agreement when tlie record closed in this proceeding, t78 the 

Commission fully expects that the ED A. Dominion, and any other necessary parties to such an 

agreement will continue negotiating in good faith to complete any right-of-way agreement 

necessary for Variation 4. 

Department of Errvironmental Quality and BASF Property Conditions 

The Commission finds it necessary and desirable to condition the approval herein on the 

conditions contained in the Summary of General Recommendations ofthe DEQ Report, with two 

exceptions. First, with respect to coordination with the Department of Forestry, it is appropriate 

that our Order should not foreclose the Companyts ability to negotiate and potentially avoid 

mitigation for loss of forest land.179 Second~ it is appropriate for Dominion to continue to 

coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration and the Virginia Department of Aviation to 

prevent potential hazards-to aviation.t&o Should expansion at the Newport News-Williamsburg 

Airport de.veloR in the futtu:e such that Dominion's continuing use of its existing right-of-way 

proposed for fue Skiffes Creek-Wbealton Line becomes an impediment, such a scenario would 

inv.olve. issues broader than tbis proceeding, as Dominion's existing .right-of-way already 

includes several other transmission lines. 

J?r Tr. 661-85 (Seymour); Ex. 97. 

178 Ex-. 134. 

179 Ex. 118 (Harper rebuttal) at 4. 

180 ld at 4-5. 
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pub-lic interest would be served by approving alternative routes making greater use of existing 

rights-of-way. 

Health and Safety 

The Commission finds that the Proposed-Project does not represent a hazard to human 

health or safety. The Proposed -Pmject will be installed using well-established methods for 

transmission line constrLlction. Concerns regarding airspace and water navigation have been 

addressed by, among other things, tower alignment and coordinatio!J- with appropriate 

govemmental agencies. Additionally, the evidence in this case regarding electromagnetic fields 

does not support a firiding tl-..at the Proposed Project represents a public health or safety 

hazard.l86 

Skiffes Creek Switching Statton 

Dominion requests a Commission determination, based on the facts and circumstances of 

this case, that the Skiffes Creek Switching Station constitutes a "transmission line" for purposes 

of Code§ 56-46.1 F, which pl'ovides that 11 [a]pproval of a transmission line pursuant to this 

s~ction shall be deemed to satisfy-the requirements of§ 15.2-2232 and locafzoning ordinances

with respect to such transmission line." Although the Hearing Examiner found that the 

Commission has discretion to either address this issue or leave it for a cn·cuit coutt to decide, the 

Hearing Examiner's Report includes substantial analysis of this issue, 187 which parties had 

addressed through evidence and in their pleadings. 

Dominion asserts that tlie term "transmission line," which is undefined by the Code, is 

subject to statuto1y interpretation and that the Commission is the proper forum for such 

186 See, e.g., Ex. 14 (Erdreich rebuttal); Ex. 17 (Ledbetter) at 6--8. 

187 Hearing Examiner's Report at 157~64, 175, 
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seeks a statutory interpretation that violates the plain meaning of Code § 56-46.1 because the 

terms "electrical utility facilities" and "electric transmission line" in Sections (A) and (B) of the 

statute, respectively, must be separate and distinct; 195 (2) "Dominion is unable to prove that 

James City County's zoning authority is expressly and clearly preempted for approval of a 

switching station;"196 (3) James City County's and Save the James's interpretation of 

"transmission line'' is consistent with a Webster's Dictionary definition197 and Dominion's use of 

different terminology in its Application; 198 and ( 4) engineering witness testimony supports a 

finding that the term "transmission line" cannot include the Sldffes Creek Switching Station. 199 

James City County and Save the James fmtherassert that Dominion "pre-judg[es] the 

results of a legislative [county zoning} process which has not yet begun, and presum[ es] it to be 
\ 

unreasonable against the presumption to be afforded legislative discretion."200 However, James 

City County and Save the James also advise us that: (1) during the pendency of this case, James 

City County's zoning administrator issued a zoning determination; and (2) "neither the court nor 

this Commission has jurisdiction to allow a collateral attack on the Zoning Ad.ministrator's 

determination. "201 

195 See, e.g., James City County's and Save the James's Jo:int Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 31-38. 

196 !d. at 34. 

197 fd at 36-37. 

1~ !d. at 37-38. 

199 Id. at 36-37. 

200 Id at 31. 

201 Id. at 31, 39. Our staffhad previously asserted that circuit courts could detennine fu.is issue. Staff's 

Post-Hearing Brief at 48. 
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It's really twofold. The strong source, number one, serves 
basically as a surrogate, if you will, for the Yorktown generation. 
So it's reasonable to assume that that makes sense. 

The other thing is by splitting up the 230 [kV] lines coming from 
Chickahominy going down further, going down to Whealton, by 
splitting those. circuits and injecting power at ... [Skiffes Creek}, 
what we're teally doing is wel'e sending power throughout the 
peninsula both north and south in that case, which is going to 
create a counterflow to resolve the generator deficiencies in the 
north, which is going to solve NERC violations to the north. It's 
also going to deal with the issues of the generation load deficiency 
in the south at that injection point, as well .... [W]hat we're really 
doing is lessening the generation load balance, so we're reducing 
flows across the northern and southem circuit sends [sic] into the 
system?07 

The need for the Skiffes Creek Switching Station, and indeed the entire Proposed Project, 

is underscored by the record developed on potential transmission altematives-thereto. As 

discussed above, only the Chickahominy Alternative Project- which also requires construction 

of the Skiffes Creek Switching Station - can reasonably address fast -approaching NERC 

reliability violations for the North Hampton Roads Area. 

The evidence demonstrates that the ability to address significant NERC reliability 

vi-olations proJected to occur in the North Hampton Roads Area as early as 2015 depends, in 

large part, on the Skiffes Creek Switching Station. Consequently, if the Proposed P:t·oject, 

including the Skiffes Creek Switching Station, is not constructed soon, the loss of electric service 

can be expected across a broad swath of the Commonwealth. 

As amply demonstrated in the record, transmission studies under federal and Virginia 

requirements reveal a significant reliability risk for customers that must be promptly addressed. 

The Commission is greatly concerned about this identified need. However, our identification of 

the electric equipment to be included in certificates of public convenience and necessity for 

207 Tr. 1110-11 (Chiles). 
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evidence in this case shows that nmnerous high voltage transmission conductors, metallic lines, 

and wires will enter, exit, and be located throughout- and as part of- the Ski:ffes Creek 

Switching Station.Z12 James City County and Save the James also state that n[a] 'transmission 

line' is certainly an 'assemblage of electronic [sic] elements' such as the -lines, the conductors, and 

the towers. "213
· The very pmpose and function of the Skiffes Creek Switching Station is to 

assemble numerous electrical transmission elements, including conductors, circuit breakers, 

switches, coupling capacitor voltage transfmmers, wave traps, transformers, and arresters.214 

Given the engineering evidence in thls case, the Commission cannot pretend as if the 

Skiffes Creek Switching Station -which will be a critical part of several high voltage 

transmission Jines- is not a part of any transmission line for purposes of Code § 56-46.1 F. 'Ib:e 

Skiffes Creek Switching Stati~n is no less a part of the Surry-Skiffes Creek and S.ki:ffes 

Creek-Wliealton Lines than the towers which James City County and Save the James recognize 

to be part ofthese lines.215 No part ofthis vital project will be built or can function without the 

Skiffes Creek Switching Station, Accordingly, the transmission line certificates of public 

convenience and necessity authorized herein shall include the Skiffes Creek Switching Station. 

212 Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 262, 264-65; Ex. 26; Ex. 35 (Garrett direct) .at 4. The Hearing 
Examiner correctly rlisting_uished between a transmission switching station, as proposed in this pr-oceeding, and a 
distribution substation. Hearing Examiner's Report at 161-62. 

213 James City County's and Save the James'~ Joint Comments on the Hearing Exanrlner's Report at 36~7. 

214 Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at262, 264-65; Ex. 26; Ex. 35 (Garrett direct) at4; Ex, B7 (Nedwick 
rebuttal) at36-38, 

215 James City County's and Save tbe James's Joint Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report at 36-37. Indeed, 
the record shows that the "Skiffes Creek Switching Station property will include several steel backbone structures, 
among other supporting equipment See, e.g., Ex. 23 (Application), Attached Appendix at 264; Ex. 35 (Garrett 
direct) at 4. 
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For similar reasons, James City County1S motion to supplement its comments on the 

Hearing Examiner1s Report with comments from the NPS, whlch was a public witness in tliis 

proceeding, is denied. Federal agencies often participate as parties to our proceedings, but the 

NPS declined to de so in this proceeding, Additionally, James City County offers as evidence .a. 

communication submitted by the NPS to a federal agency as part of a different review process. 

The Commission trusts that the NPS communication will receive due consideration in the federal 

review process for which it was intended. 

NPS1s written comm.ents that were submitted in compliance with our Rules and Order for 

Notice and Hearing have been fully considered. Additionally, we-note that the DEQ 

recommendations that are adopted herein direct Dominion to consult with, among others, NPS. 

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

(1) Pursuantto §§ 56-46.1, 56-265.2, and related provisions of Title 56 .of the Code, the 

Company's Application for approval and for certificates of public convenience and necessity is 

granted, as provided herein and subject to the reqUirements set forth in this Order. 

(2) Dominion is authorized to construct and eperate the Proposed Project with 

Variation 4. 

(3) Pursuantto the Utility Facilities Act; Chapter 10.1 (§ 56-265.1 et seq.) of Title 56 of 

the Code, the Company is issued the foll-owing certificates of public convenience and necessity: 

Certificate No. ET-138e, which authorizes Vll-giniaElectric and 
Power Company under the Utility Facilities Act to operate 
ce1tificated facilities in Surry County, all as shown on the map 
attached to the certificate, and to construct and operate facilities as 
authorized in Case No. PUE-2012-00029, cancels Certificate No. 
ET-138d, issued to Virginia Electric and Power Company on 
June 9, 1989, in Case No. PUE-1988-00083. 

Certificate No. ET-771, which authorizes Virginia Electric and 
Power Company under the Utility Facilities Act to operate 
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Attachment E 
COMMONWEALTII OF VIRGINIA . . ~ . . 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION seC-CLERK'S OFfiCE 
DOCUMENT COHTROt CEiHCR 

AT RICHMOND, FEBRUARY 28, 2014 
ZU-\li FEB 2 8 P l: S 0 · 

APPLICATION QF 

VIRGINIA ELECTRlC AND POWER COMPANY 
dlb/a DOMINION VIRGINIA POWER 

CASE NO. PUE-2012-00029 

For approval and certification or electric facilities: 
Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV Transmission Line, 
Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission Line, and 
Skiffes Creek 500 kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station 

ORDER AMENDING CERTIFICATES 

On June 11, 2012, Virginia Electric and Power Company d/b/-a Dominion Virginia Power 

("Dominion" or "Company") filed with the State Corporation Commission (''Commission") an 

application for approval and certification of an electric transmission project, or for approval and 

certification of an alternative transmission project ('1Application"), pursuant to § 56-46.1 and the 

Utility Facilities Act(§ 56-265.1 et seq.) ofthe Code ofVirginia ("Code"). On November 26, 

2013, the Commission issued-in this proceeding an Order that (1) addressed the evidence 

admitted into the record, and.the arguments presented; and (2) approved certificates of public 

convenience and necessity for a transmission project to be constructed by Dominion ("Certificate 

Order"). 

In the Certificate Order, the Commission found that the record developed for that order 

demonstrated significant reliability risks beginning as. early as 2015 in the North Hampton Roads 

Area, which-generally corresponds to the Peninsula, Middle Peninsula, and N01them Neck 

regions of Virginia. 1 The Commission further found that, to address the demonstrated reliability 

1 Certificate Order at 11-12, 19-24-. Specifically, the "North Hampton Roads Area" refers, for purposes of this 
proceeding, to the counties of Charles City, James City, York, Essex, King William, King and Queen, Middlesex, 
Mlrthews, G1oucester, King George, Westmoreland, Northumberland, Richmond, and Lancaster; and the cities of 
Williamsburg, Yorktown, Newport N~s, Poquoson. Hampton, West Point, and Colonial Beach. I d. at 12, 



northern route in the river, before anglin-g back across, and travelling south of, Variation 4 for the 

remainder ofihe overhead river crossing. Whereas Variation 4-comes onshore near the northern, 

upriver boundary of property owned by respondent BASF, Variation 1 comes onshore further 

downriver on R.t\SF's property. At a point along BASF Drive, the tower alignment for 

Variation 1 joins with that of Variation 4. 

In advocating for Commission approval of Variation 1 in the Certificate Order, Dominion 

had-expressed uncertainty about whether it would be able to obtain a right-of-way across 

property owned by the James City County Economic Development Authority ("EDA") needed 

· for Variatign 4.5 In contrast, BASF preferred. Variation 4 over ~...riation 1, based primarily on 

economic development and envirorunental considerations. 6 BASF expressed concern about the 

possible impact of Variation 1 en BASF's environmental remediation efforts that are ongoing in 

portions of the BASF property through which Variation 1 would cross, although Dominion 

contested BASF's evidence .on this issue. 7 

The Hearing Examiner assigned to this proceeding recommended Commission approval 

of Variation 4 f0r the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line. The Hearing Examiner further recommended 

that Commission approval ofVariation 4 should be conditioned on the execution of a 

right-of-way agreement between the EDA and Dominion. If such an agreement could not be 

reached within three weeks from the Commission's final order in this proceeding, the Hearing 

Examiner had recmmnended that Variation 1 should be approved. 8 

5 ld. at 55. 

6 ld. at 55-56. 

1 ld. BASF's remediation plan for fuis property was approved and is overseen by the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality. Id. 

8 ldat56. 
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On December 16, 2013., Dominion filed a Petition for Reconsideration or Rehearing 

C'Petition ").15 In its Petition, Dominion requested that the Commission. adopt the Hearing 

Examiner's recommended condition for approval ofVariation 4. In the alternative, Dominion 

requested that the Commission _convene an expedited and limited hearing to coD.sider: 

(1) whether EDA will provide the necessary right-of-way agreement for Variation 4; and (2) an 

adjustment to Variation 4 identified herein as Variation 4 .1.16 

Variation 4.1 is similar to Variation 4, except for a part of the route in the industrial area 

of James City County where the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line comes onshore. For this part of the 

route, Variation 4.1 shifts south ofVariation4 to avoid the-EDA_property. To avoid the EDA 

property, Variation 4.1 woul(f require additional dght-of-way from BASF and Colonial 

Penniman, LLC, another owner of property in the industrial area through which Variation 4.1 

crossesP Therefore, both Variations 1 and4.1 avoid theEDAproperty. 

On January 7, 2014, the Commission issued an Oxder finding additional proceedings 

necessary to determine if a limited portion of the approved route for the Surry-Skiffes Creek 

Line must be modified in order to allow -the Certificated Project to be built and to address the 

critical reliability need found. herein. The Commission directed the Hearing Examiner to 

undertake these additional proceedings in this case, which the Certificate Order had kept open. 

Specifically, the January 7, 2014 Order set the following issues for hearing~ 

15 On December 17, 2013, the Commission issued an order granting reconsideration for the limited purpose of 
considering the Petition. 

16 Dominion's Petition included a more conceptual version of Variation 4.1 that the Petition identified as "Adjusted 
Variation 4." Tr. 1897-9&, To avoid confusion, the Cotrunission herein identifies this variation, including its 
conceptual design, as Variation 4.1. 

17 Ex. 136, 137. 
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evidence and issues in this proceeding, and made certain findings and recommendations 

("Hearing Examiner's Report~r). The Hearing Examiner, among other things, concluded that the 

Company is not able to im_plementVariation 4, recommended that Variation4.2 not be 

considered a viable route, found advantages and disadvantages to Variations 1 and 4.1, and 

recommended Variation 4.1.22 Based on his findings, the Hearing Examiner recommended, 

among other things, that the Commission enter an order that amends Dominion's current 

certificates ofpublic convenience and necessity. 23 

On February 14, 2014, Dominion -and BASF filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's 

Report. Dominion continues to recommend Commission approval of Variation 1, which:the 

Company asserts best minimizes the ruk that the Certificated Project will not be completed 

before generation at the Yorktown Power Station must be retired.24 IfV ariation 1 is not selected, 

Dominion recommends Commission approval ofV ariation 4.1 ?5 BASF recommends 

Commission approval ofVariation 4.2 and continues to oppose Vadation 1.26 

NOW Tiffi CO:MMI~ION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds 

that Commission approval of Variation 1 is now req1,1ired by the public convenience and 

necessity, subject to-the findings and conditions contained in this Order Amencling Certificates. 

Because Dominioh1s construction ofVariation-4 is no longer viable, the Gommission approves 

what has now become the best variation that satisfies the Code, -variation 1. Time is of the 

essence if reliability is to be ?laintained in the North Hampton Roads Area. 

22 February 6, 2014 Hearing Exanriner's Report at 9-13. 

2~ Dominion's Comments at 2-12. 

25 ld. at2-3, 11-12. 

26 BASF's Comments at B. 
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notwithstanding its prior commitment, will not provide Dominion a right-of~way for_an overhead 

transmission line without the consent of a neighboring landowner,-Williamsburg Development, 

Inc. C'WDI'').30 WDI, in tum, will not consent to an overhead transmission line,31 In its 

Comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report, BASF states as follows: 

The parties expended tremendous effort and resources-to identify 
the best, least-impactful route across the BASF property, and the 
Commission detemrined that Variation 4 was that route. It is 
disappointing that the James City County EDA did not follow 
through on the commitment it made to provide the easement 
necessary for Variation 4. 32 

Since the evidence indicates that the ED A does not intend to honor its prior -expressed 

commitment to negotiate a right-of-way agreement with-Dominion, the-Commission finds-that 

maintaining reliable electric service-for customers in the North Hampton Roads Area Gan no 

longer depend on Domini-On's ability to obtain a right-of-way from the EDA It has become 

necessary to evaluate other routing variations for a limited portion of the Surry-Skiffes Creek 

Line. 

SYSTEM NEED AND REUABILITY 

Need in the North Hampton Roads Area 

The record developed for the Certificate Order demonstrated a clear need for Dominion 

to construct significant new electric infrastructure.33 Such infr~tructur-e is needed to address 

upcoming violations of North American Electric Reliability Corporation {''NERC") standards. 

30 Such evidence included oral testimony, resolutions of the EDA, minutes from Board meetings 0fthe EDA, and 
written communications between counsel for Dominion and the EDA that were admitted .into the record. See, e.g., 
Tr. 1889-92; Ex. 135, 139, 145, 146. 

s1 Id. 

32 BASF's Comments at 3. 

33 Certificate Order at 19-23. 
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The significance of the EPA to the reliability risks in the North Hampton Roads Area 

involves compliance deadlines, and opportunities for extensions of such deadlines, under rules 

promulgated by the agency. 39 Dominion plans to retire several generation units as a result of 

stricter environmental regulations, including the EP Ns Mercury Air Taxies Standard ("MATS 

Rule"). 40 The projected NERC reliability violations for the North Hampton Roads Area that 

were evaluated in the Certificate Order accelerated, from 2019 to 2015, when the planned 

retirement of coal-fired-generation at Dominion's Yorktown Power Station in 2015 was 

incorporated in load flow models that identify such violations.41 

EPA's MATS Rule includes an Apri1201=5 compfumce deadline, with the po~sibility of 

two limited extensions oftbis ~eadline. Dominion ean request a one-year extension ofthe 

MATS Ru1e deadline from the Department of Environmental Quality C'DEQ") and can request a 

second one-year extension, in the form of an enforcement Administrative Order, from the EPA. 42 

Thus, if Dominion obtains both extensions, it is possible for the units retiring at Yorktown Power 

Station to continue operating lawfully until April20 17, at the latest, under cmrent law. 43 

While Dominion's compliance with EPA's regulations affects the back-end of-the 

construction cycle for the Certificated Project (i.e. 1 the co:mpietion date), Dominion's regulatory 

compliance vvith the A:r.my-Corps affects the front-end, or the beginning, of the construction 

39 See, e.g.,National Emission StandardS for Hazardous Air Pollutants From Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units and Standards ofPerfonnancefor Fossil-Fuel-Fired Electric Utltity, Industrial
Commercial-Institutional, and Small Indusfrja/-Commercial-lnstitutional Steam Generating Units, 77 Fed. Reg. 
9304, Final Rule (Feb. 16, 2012). 

4lJ Certificate Order at 21. 

41 Id. at 21-23. 

42 I d. at 36, n.91. 

43 Ex. 13 8. 
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Company has requested informal guidance from the Corps, which indicated that a route 

comparable to Variation 4.1 would probably require that the Company reapply for approval from 

the Corps.49 

Dominion estimates, for example, that it can complete the Certificated Project with 

Variation 4.1 by September 2616, which is beyond the MATS extension period that may be 

requested from the DEQ, but is within the additional one-year period for which an 

Administrative Order, if granted by the EPA, would apply. 50 However, this estimate by 

Dominion also assumes that the Army Corps would not require an EI&. 51 Adding one year to 

Dominion is estimated completion date for the Certificated Project using Variation 4.1 pushes 

completion of the Certificated Project beyond the final MATS extension period. 

Dominion also testified it would be "hard pressed 11 to complete the Certificated Project by 

April20 17- when the final Iv.tATS exteDBion would expire- under a scenario In which the 

Commission approves a variation other than Variation 1 but the Anny Corps rejects that 

variation, reg!liring Variation 1 to be refiled with both the Commission and the Corps. 52
· Again, 

Do:rrllnion's April-2017 estimated date of completion under this possible scenario assumes that 

the Corps would not ~equ.i!e an EIS for Variation 4.1 or Variation 1. 53 

All of Dominion's estimated construction schedul-es for the different variations of the 

SUr!y-Ski:ffes Creek Line also assume thatthe Company will be able to obtain,--fromPJM 

Interconnection, LLC C'P JM 11
), timely outages of existing transmission lines required for safe 

49 Tr. 1921-23. 

50 Ex. 138. 

51 Tr. 1920-21. 

52 Dominion's Comments at 6-7; Ex. 13 8; Tr. 1903 . 

53 Tr. 1920-21. 
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The additional evidence received during the January hearing, and the passage of time, 

however, have increased the Commission's concern about reliability .in the North Hampton 

Roads Area, and therefore must weigh moce heavily in 'the Conrmission!s evaluation of the 

limite~ variations of the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line, as discussed below. 

SURRY-SKIFFES CREEK LINE VARIATIONS 

The Commission finds, based on the record, that Variation 1 is the best alternative to 

Variatien 4, ·is preferable to Variations 4.1 and 4.2, and continues to satisfy the requirements of 

the Code. 

Variation 1 involves only a limited deviation from Variation 4. The overall-attributes and 

impacts ofVariation 1 therefore differ little from those of Variation 4, which the- Commission 

previously approved under the Code. Variations 1 and 4 are similar in that they: (1) follow the 

same route in Suny County on Dominion's Surry Nuclear Power Station property; (2) cross the 

James River, initially along the same overhead route, between Surry and James City Counties; 

(3) come onshore irr James City County on property owned i5y BASF; (4) parallel a road on 

BASF's property, BASF Drive, along an existing Dominion right-of-way;-and (5) continue along 

the same route from BASF's property to the Skiffes Creek Switching Station. 

For the limited portion of Variation 1 that does differ from Variation 4, the Commission 

finds, consistent with our findings in the Certificate Order1 that Variation 1 presents a reasonable 

path through an industrial area of James City County with limited impacts on-scenic assets, 

historic districts and resources, and the environment in the area. 58 Variation 1 will impact certain 

properties differently than Variation 4 and other variations; however, Variation 1 allows 

Dominion to: (1) reasonably minimize adverse enviromental impacts, including impacts to 

SB See, e.g., Ex, 136, 137, 141, 142. 
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Go:in.mission agrees with the Hearing Examiner that Variation 1 will have less visual impact than 

Variation 4. 1 on certain historic resources, including Carter's Grove. 63 Because most of the river 

crossing for Va.tiation 1 would be further south than the crossing for Variation 4.1, which is the 

same as that ofVariation 4.2, Yari~tion 1 would be located farther than Variations 4.1 and 4.2 

from Carter's Grove and from other, more distant historic resources. 64 On the other hand, an 

environmental advantage ofVariations 4.1 and 4.2 is that these variations avoid certain 

environmental remediation areas on BASF's property which Variation 1 would cross. 65 Based on 

the record, the Commission finds that the Certificated Project using Variation 1 would 

reasonably minimize adverse impact to the scenic assets, historic districts, and environment of 

the project aJ.'ea I 
1-. 

The Commission has considered all record evidence relevant to economic development i ... 

considerations, including evidence regarding, among other things, BASF's and Colonial 

Penniman4s properties.66 The timely construction of Variation 1 and the rest of the Certificated 

P-roject are necessary to address significant reliability risks in the North Hampton Roads Area. 

Customers in these counties and cities include citizens, schools, local governments, and 

businesses fuat depend on reliable power for a variety of needs. As required by statute, we have 

considered the impact on economic developm~nt in the Commonwealth and, as stated below, 

approve Variation 1 . 

Having weighed all the evidence, including, but not limited to, the evidence specifically 

identified herein, the Commission finds that Variation 1 is required by the public convenience 

63 See, e.g., Ex. 141, Tr. 1904; Certificate Order at 55-56. 

&4 Id. 

65 Ex, 141; Tr. 1929. 

66 See, e.g., Tr. 1911-12; Tr, 1931-32. 
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Certificate No. ET-138£, which authorizes Virginia ,Electric and 
Power Company under the Utility Facilities Act to operate 
certificated facilities in Surry County, all as shown on the map 
attached to the certificate, and to construct and operate facilities as 
authorized in Case No. PUE-2012-00029, cancels Certificate No. 
ET-138e, issued to Virginia Electric and Power Company on 
November 26,2013, in Case No. PUE-2012-00029~ 

Certificate No. ET -77m, which authorizes Virginia Electric and 
Power Company under the Utility Facilities Act to operate 
certificated facilities in the Counties of James City and York and 
the Cities of Hampton and Newport News, all as shown on the map 
attached to the certificate, and to construct and operate facilities as 
authorized in Case No. PUE-2012-00029, cancels Certificate No. 
ET -771, issued to Virginia Electric and Power Company on 
November 26, 2013, in Case No. PUE-2012-00029. 

( 4) The Commission's Division of Energy Regulation forthwith shall provide Dominion 

copies of the certificates issued in Ordering Paragraph (3) with the detailed maps attached. 

(5) The construction approved herein must be completed and in service by December 31, 

2015, provided, however, that Dominion is granted leave to apply for an extension for good 

cause shown. 

( 6) This case shall remain open. 

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be- sent by the Clerk of the Commi.ssion to all 

persons on the official Service List in this matter. The Service List is available from the Clerk of 

the Commission, c/o Document Control Center, 1300 East Main Street> First Floor, Tyler 

Building, Richmond, Virginia 23219. 
A TfUGOopy 
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Attachment F 

Aprilll, 2014 

Edward H. Baine 
VP, Power Generation System Operations 
Dominion Generation 
5000 Dominion-Boulevard 
Glen Allen, VA 23060 

2750 Monroe Blvd 
Audubon, PA 19403-2497 

Michael J. Kormos 
Executive Vice President
Operations 

Re: Updated PJM Reliability Notification for Deactivation ofYorlctown Generating Units Nos. 

1 and2 

Dear Mr. Baine: 

This letter-is submitted h_y PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. ("'PJM'} as a follow-up to the November 

8, 2012 and December 14, 2012 ("PJM Letters") Deactivation Response letters--sentto Mr. Doug 

Holley of Dominion Generation ("Dominion Generation'') regarding the Deactivation of 

Dominion's Yorktown generating units Nos. 1 and 2. The P JM Letters indicated that the 

Deactivation of both Yorktown Units Nos. 1 and 2 will adversely affect the reliability of the P JM 

Transmission System, and that upgrades to -the system were required. The PJM Letters also

mentioned-that the upgrades were expected to be completed by June 1, 2015 and, therefore, the 

York:tewn Units Nos. 1 and 2 could deactivate as scheduled on December 31,2014. PJM has 

determined that due to regulatory-and permitting issues, the required upgrades will norbe 

{:Ornpleted by June 1, 2015. Instead, such upgrades are estimated to be completed by the ¢ 
quarter of2016. This new date is beyond the requested Deactivation Date of December 31, 2014 

for the Yorktown Units Nos. 1 and 2. PJM will continue to refine its analysis, to determine when 

the Yorktown Units -can be released without adversely impacting the reliability of the bulk 

electric system.- · 

As you are aware, regardless of whether Deactivation -of a generating unit WGuld adversely 

impact the reliability of the Transmission System, the Generation Owner may deactivate its 

generating unit, subject to section 113.1 notice requirements. Pursuant to Part V, Section 113.2 

of the PJM Tariff, the Generation Owner must notify PJM within 30 days of this letter whether 

these generating units will continue to operate beyond their desired Deactivation Date during the 

period of construction of the Transmission System reliability upgrades necessary to· alleviate the 

reliability impacts resulting from the Deactivation of these generating units. If Dominion 

Generation determines that the generating units will continue operating, Dominion Generation 

must provide P JM with an updated estimate of the amount of any project investment that would 

be required to keep the units in service and the time period the generating units would. be out of 


